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S we join tonight to honor the memory of Abraham 
Lincoln, we are facing an issue that may decide the 
the very existence of our country. As in Lincoln’s 

day, it again involves the age-old issue of freedom 

or slavery. This time we are deciding whether we will 
all be slaves or whether we shall all be free. 

Some progress has been made in the two months since 

I called in this room for a swift build-up of the armed 

forces of our country, for immediate all-out production for 

defense against aggression abroad and for a real fight against 
inflation at home. 

At last, eight months after Korea, our Government has 
actually begun to get orders out to industry for some of the 
weapons we needed before Korea. We finally have in that 
job the leadership of a really able man—and, I might add, 
a good Republican—Defense Mobilizer Charles E. Wilson. 

But the fight against inflation is still a sham battle—ac- 
companied by much sound and fury, strong regulations and 
weak administration, a slow freeze and a quick thaw. It 
appears that our wage and price controls are being run by 
Annie Oakley. The Washington regulators toss up an order, 
shoot it full of holes, and then give somebody a free ride. 
Meanwhile, the Treasury is, in effect, pumping Government 
bonds into the Federal Reserve at low interest rates, creating 
the most powerful engine of inflation this country has ever 
seen. 





Having looked over some of the people running wage and 
price controls, | came to the conclusion that they are there, 
not for the purpose of fighting inflation but to provide jobs 
for undeserving Democrats at the expense of the people. 


Arracks BRANNAN PLAN 


Meanwhile, as every American bends his back to bear the 
new load of taxes, the President’s budget includes every 
political spending device anybody has been able to think of 
to catch votes and wreck our defense program. It even 
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includes that moth-eaten socialized medicine scheme which 
would wreck the health of our people, and the Brannan 
plan which the farmers themselves don’t want. 

If the national Administration really wants to defend 
America, I suggest it quit politics as usual and get down to 
business. 

Our country is the core of opposition to the spread of 
Russian barbarism and Communist slavery throughout the 
world. We are now engaged in a great debate over that 
issue of human slavery even as in Lincoln’s time, and as 
before it splits the members of the two great political parties. 

The debate has hammered out agreement on many points 
and the issue has narrowed down to the simple question: 
How shall we meet the challenge and with what kind of 
force? 

On one side is the group which contends that America’s 
welfare and the defeat of communism require that we inspire 
and strengthen our allies with arms and troops to preserve 
their freedom. This group holds that without united action 
by the free nations, acting within the United Nations, we 
ourselves are in great peril. The Americans believe we 
should make every sacrifice to mobilize swiftly to repel any 
new invasion of the free world in Europe, Asia or Africa. 

The other side, which also includes members of both 
political parties, says we cannot afford to undertake this 
great obligation. They say we would be spreading ourselves 
too thin. They say Europe is unwilling to defend itself, 
that it is riddled with socialism, weak economically, threat- 
ened with internal revolution by Communists and does not 
even pay its debts. They say the free areas of Asia are too 
disorganized to avoid collapse whatever happens. 

These Americans conclude that we should send only a 
few if any additional troops to Europe or Asia and that we 
should concentrate on making the Western Hemisphere 
invincible; that we should keep our money and our boys at 
home, building our own strength. They say the Western 
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Hemisphere. is self-sufficient and unconquerable and we 
should not dissipate our treasure and risk the blood of our 
youth for lost causes all over the earth. 


Denies U. S. Can Live ALONE 


This is a most appealing argument. I wish with all my 
heart and soul that I could believe in it. 1 have two sons 
who are going to be involved and I would gladly give my 
life to avoid sending them to far away lands to risk being 
wounded or killed. But in all honesty I am compelled totally 
to reject the idea that America can live alone. 

I say to you: We could not survive in a Communist world. 
First of all, how long do you think we would have South 
America with us? With all Europe in Russia’s hands, to 
whom would South America sell all the essential exports 
she now sends to Europe? Many of South America’s exports 
are farm products that we do not need and cannot absorb. 
Without a market for her exports, how long could we, in 
this couztry, make up the difference to keep South America 
on our side? 

Clearly we would very soon be isolated, here in North 
America. We would be the lonliest people on earth. What 
would we do, an island of freedom in a Communist world, 
outnmbered 14 to 1, with oceans which would no longer 
be our protecting moat but a broad highway to our front 
door? 

We produce less than half our wool, only a portion of our 
sugar and none of our coffee or tea. We can survive without 
these things. 

But, with what would be defend ourselves? We are 
short fifty basic metals. We might get along without 
tungsten or chromium or even without natural rubber or 
tin, though it would be tough. 

But some things are life and death. To make steel you 
need manganese—and where does our manganese come from? 
From overseas. For years Russia provided 50 per cent of 
all our manganese. Today the largest sources are in Africa; 
the next largest is, where do you think? in India—halfway 
around the world. 

Steel makes automobiles, trucks, tractors, plows, new 
buildings, new highways, new bridges and machine tools. 
We might get along, perhaps, without all these—but only 
at a Stone Age level of existence. 

Meanwhile, what happens to Fortress America? Where 
do we get the steel to make guns and planes and tanks—or 
atom bombs? Without these Fortress America is lost. 


Says Russia Waits to Ger Boms 


It is perfectly clear that Russia does not wish to challenge 
the United States in all-out war until she catches up with us 
on the atom bomb. The bomb has kept this shaky peace and 
it has kept it because we had bases in Great Britain, Africa 
and the Mediterranean from which to deliver the bomb. 

But how do we make the atom bomb? With uranium; 
and our principal source of uranium is again in Africa—in 
the Belgian Congo. Suppose the Russians took Europe, 
including Belgium. Who gets the Belgian Congo and its 
uranium? The Russians. I suspect we would overnight 
find ourselves fighting a land war in Africa for the defense 
of the crucial uranium for the atom bomb. And we would 
be fighting that war thousands of miles from home with no 
allies, against a triumphant enemy. 

I do not need to labor the point. We cannot protect our- 
selves by withdrawing from the rest of the world. 

Operation Withdrawal is Operation Suicide. 

The simple fact is that the front line of defense of our 
very existence—the only line of defense we have, is over- 


seas, thousands of miles away where lie the raw materials 
without which our country could not survive. 

Now suppose a miracle occurred overnight and we sud- 
denly discovered all these essential materials right here in 
the United States. Then how long would we survive, iso- 
lated and surrounded, with only fifty-four miles separating 
Soviet Russia from Alaska? 

Last December I called for 100 divisions, or about 1,800,- 
000 ground troops. That works out at about thirty-five com- 
bat divisions plus behind the lines organization. Isolated and 
alone, we would need not thirty-five but 100 combat divi- 
sions, to have a ghost of a chance of defending our shores 
from Alaska to Southern California to the Gulf of Mexico, 
and from Florida to Maine and this in addition to the enor- 
mous Navy and Air Force it would take to patrol the Pa- 
cific and Atlantic Oceans from Baffin’s Bay to the Panama 
Canal—if we still had it—and then on down to Cape Horn. 
And still, with all the colossal industrial capacity of Russia, 
Japan, Germany and the rest of Western Europe the Rus- 
sians could take their own sweet time and bomb us out. 

No, ladies and gentlemen, I would rather see my country 
do its share as a part of a great free world than to see us 
isolated, suffocated and exterminated. 

Wants Country To Stanp Up 

I do not want to see my country shrinking timidly from 
its obvious destiny and waiting for destruction. I want to 
see my country act with courage and honesty. I want it to 
stand up for the right and live in freedom. 

Let me confess immediately that | do not relish entrust- 
ing the fate of freedom to the shifting whims and demon- 
strated incompetencies of the present National Administra- 
tion. I did my best to throw them out a couple of years ago. 
And I’m sure somebody else will succeed in that effort next 
year. But the inexorable march of human history does not 
wait for nations to settle their internal differences. 

The day of decision is upon us. The issue should be de- 
cided upon the real facts which have been much ignored. 
For example, those who argue that we ought not to defend 
Western Europe forget that we have already decided that 
question. Twice in this century we have chosen to go to war 
because our freedom was imperiled by the armed conquests 
of a dictator in Europe. 

Those who argue that we should not send an American 
army to Europe forget that we already have an American 
army in Europe—112,000 American troops who are per- 
forming their duty in the occupation of Germany. We have 
American troops in Austria, in Britain, Trieste, North 
Africa and the Mediterranean. Those American boys would 
be at war the instant the Red Czar moved into Europe. They 
are our own flesh and blood and who denies that America 
would send them everything we had in the air, on the sea 
and on the land? I say we should reinforce them now while 
Europe can still rearm and prevent a war. 

Once and for all let’s stop this business of waiting for 
wars and crises and then frantically improvising, going 
through the agonies each time of too little and too late. How- 
ever much we would like to dream of doing things the easy 
way, we have absolutely no choice if we wish to stay free 
and keep our freedom without a war. 

Freedom was never bought in a bargain basement. Free- 
dom was never saved by timidity, selfishness, half way mea- 
sures or appeasement. America is not going to close her eyes 
to the cause of freedom in this world. We are going to stand 
by our commitments; we are going to shore up the cause of 
freedom. We are going to win. 

The face of the world has changed much in the last two 
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months and other nations are beginning to know we will win 
too. 


Sees Europe Up.irrep 


In Europe, the frozen spirit of despair has given way to 
a new spirit of defiance. ‘The people see that America has 
again taken firm hold of freedom’s sword and will not put 
it down while tyranny is on the march. 

The peoples of Europe and their governments have been 
rallied to their own defense by the inspiring leadership of 
General Eisenhower. Everywhere he has gone his presence 
has dismayed the Communists and fired the courage of free 
men. 

Yugoslavia, once a Russian satellite, has become the 
greatest thorn in Stalin’s side. ‘Titoism threatens to spread 
behind the Iron Curtain. The former Red foreign ministe1 
of Czechoslavia is reported to have escaped and Stalin has 
had to send a marshal of the Red Army to hold down the 
Czech people. Just last week key leaders of Italian com- 
munism deserted the Russian cause. 

The British have won successes in their fight against 
Communist guerrillas in Malaya and there is now hope of 
French victory over communism in Indo-China. 

One of the greatest triumphs of recent months has been 
the abandonment by our own government of the frightful 
follies of its appeasement of the Reds in China. For four 
long years I demanded and pleaded that we should back up 
the recognized government of China. It took a war by Red 
China to wake up our Administration, but at last they are 
acting as though they are seeing the light and will start 
backing up the forces for a free China. 

Another thrill of hope went around the world this last 
week as a result of those atomic tests in Nevada. Every one 
of those explosions said to free men everywhere: “Take cour- 
age! America is arming! Be strong; you can remain free”! 


Warns Kremuin Or Our STRENGTH 


Each of the explosions said in thundering words to those 
fourteen men darkly conspiring in the Kremlin: “Beware! 
your plans of bloody conquest. America is strong and she 
means to be stronger. She has hundreds of bombs where 
those came from.” 

No, my friends, this is no time for us to follow the coun- 
sel of despair. It is a time to be strong. It is a time for bold- 
ness. This is a time for greatness. 

We tried the other course. We tried isolationism twice 
and each time we were drawn into a bloody conflict still un- 
armed and unprepared. We fought two wars for freedom 
in Europe and we won no peace. 

This time let us win the peace without a war. 

This time let us make sure that no dictator thinks he can 
pick off one nation after another and then swallow the 
world. 

It is time—long since time—that we drew the line. 

Let us decide as a nation that we can win this peace 

through strength. We must also let the rest of the world 
know what we will do and what we won't do. There is 
grave doubt that Stalin would ever have launched the at- 
tack in Korea if he had known that America would re- 
spond. In fact, the Government of the United States had 
officially taken the position that we would not defend Korea. 
We created a vacuum and dictators move into vacuums. 
Let us not repeat that blunder. 
We officially announced we would not help Chiang Kai- 
shek. Again we ourselves created the vacuum. Again Red 
satellites moved in and won domination over 450 million 
Chinese who are right this minute killing American boys. 





Let us stop handing armies and nations over to the Rus- 
sians. The only way to stop it is to draw the line. 

All the world knows what nations we will defend for sure 
and as a result no attack has been made on a single one of 
them. 

Wovutp Make Ovur Purpose CLEAR 


Now let us go the rest of the way. We should say where 
we stand as to the rest of the world. Let there be no more 
blundering into little wars or big wars. The United States 
with her allies should make clear their common purpose. 

Greece and Turkey should be brought into the North At- 
lantic Treaty immediately. Then we should settle other ques- 
tions. 

Will we move into war if the Red Czar invades Iran? If 
not, will we let him take all of Iran’s oil and then take Iraq 
and Israel and then perhaps march down into Saudi-Arabia? 
Will we allow that crucial oil supply to fall into Russia’s 
hands? Or would we bomb it out? Nobody knows. It is 
a vacuum and dictators move into vacuums. 

There is strong reason to believe Russia intends to move 
on Yugoslavia this year. If she does so through satellites 
what will happen? Nobody knows. If Bulgaria and Ruma- 
nia invade Yugoslavia will atom bombs fall on Sofia and 
Bucharest? Nobody knows. 

If Yugoslavia should fall how long then would Greece 
remain free? With Greece and the Dardanelles gone, the 
Eastern Mediterranean would become a Red Sea and our 
bombing bases there for the defense of America would be 
gone. 

Let’s make up our minds and then let’s tell the world 
the answers, so nobody will ever have an excuse to drag us 
into an accidental war. And let’s make sure of our friends— 
all of them. 

The Turks have twenty-five divisions. The heroic con- 
duct of their troops in Korea reminds us that the Moslem 
world contains great force and great courage. More than 
200 million Mohammedans have a devout religious fervor 
and they have no affinity for Godless communism. Their 
world spreads from Egypt all the way to India and into 
China. In the last vote in the United Nations on the China 
issue a number of Moslem nations abstained from voting. It 
is time we brought the full power of Islam more securely to 
our side. 

Spain has twenty-two divisions and Yugoslavia thirty. I 
want them on our side. Brave little Greece, which has al- 
ready won one war in the last five years, is stoutly prepared 
to do her share again. Greece can produce and is willing to 
produce ten divisions right now. And yet there are some in 
this country who haggle over whether we should produce 
thirty-five. 


Opposes RUNNING For Cover 


The memory of Lincoln reminds us that there have been 
dark days throughout all our history. When we last battled 
in the War Between the States, the Copperheads demanded 
that Lincoln abandon his effort to preserve the Union and 
compromise. Fortunately for us and for the world Lincoln 
was no weakling, no appeaser. In the darkest hour he stood 
more steadfast than ever. Let us remember our great his- 
tory. Let us not start running for cover every time things 
go badly in Korea or some place else. 

Above all, we must have faith in ourselves. Prepared, we 
can out-produce, out-think and out-fight the hordes of com- 
munism every day in the week. Free American industry can 
keep ahead of slave Russians forever and the Kremlin should 
never forget it. 

We have the winning cause because every man on earth 
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wants to be free. The world is discovering that communism 
is slavery. Let’s help them discover it faster. 

Every dictator is a craven, selfish bully, exploiting mil- 
lions of others just to keep his job. Dictatorship is a rotten 
thing and there are millions of people who would rise in 
revolt even with the odds 100 to 1 against them if they 
thought they had a chance. Let’s give them a chance. Let’s 
give them arms and money and hope. 

Once again the cause of freedom is rising in the world. 
We struck bottom in the last few months but nothing on 
earth can stop us now—that is, nothing except our own fol- 
lies. 

If we will resolve our doubts in favor of courage and 
action, I can see the day coming when Stalin will have too 
much trouble at home to think about tackling somebody else. 


I can see the day coming when Europe will be united and 
her scattered forces will be welded into an unconquerable 
power which Russia will never dare attack. 

I can see the day coming when a new emancipation proc- 
lamation will free the Soviet slaves in Czechoslavakia and 
Poland and Hungary and Bulgaria and Rumania and China, 
even in Russia itself, and when that day comes the Kremlin 
will no longer be a safe place for dictators. 

If we in America choose to live in Lincoln’s tradition, we 
will keep our freedom because we have earned it. We will 
inspire others to do likewise. I have no doubt as to the out- 
come. America will always choose the path of freedom. We 
will make that choice because brave men and women, fear- 
ing God, can make no other. Ours is an abiding faith in the 
cause of human freedom. We know it is God’s cause. 


How Can We Be So Stupid? 


WE HELP OUR ENEMY AND DENY OUR FRIENDS 
By DR. WALTER JUDD, U.S. Representative from Minnesota. Medical Missionary in China, 1925-31 and 1933-38 
Delivered before the Executive Club of Chicago, Illinois, February 2, 1951 


THINK he must have had the FBI on me because I 
I don’t know where he dug up all that stuff. The only 

thing I wish were true is that the people in Washington, 
the executive branch, would listen to me, but I haven’t been 
able to arrive at that good day. When I was privileged to 
talk to you the first time, I was—as your Chairman has sug- 
gested—trying my best to prevent World War II. There 
still was time. 

The next time I was here, we were in World War II, and 
I was trying my best to help us understand our enemies and 
our allies in Asia, so that we could use our contribution, our 
strength, our resources to the greatest advantage so we could 
win the war. 

Now I’m trying to prevent World War III. I don’t know 
whether there is time or not. I doubt it. But, while we try 
to prevent war, we must be prepared to win it if it comes. I 
think if we are in a position to win it, we won’t have to fight 
it, but the more we are in, we’ve got to win, or we'll certainly 
have an all-out world war with not too good prospects of being 
able to pull through, and with no prospect of pulling through, 
to the good, easy, swell life most people in America have 
been privileged to have during your lifetime and mine. 

A government has many, many functions, but its first 
function has always got to be one thing, to preserve or pro- 
tect or insure the security of the nation. Conceivably, you 
could get all your domestic problems solved and your hous- 
ing problems and your medical problems and educational 
problems and your racial discrimination problems and all the 
other things that you care about, but they aren’t worth a 
plugged nickle if you get into a war which wrecks your 
economy or leaves you a garrison state, fighting for your 
very existence. 

The first objective and duty of a good government is to 
work constantly to insure the security of the political organ- 
ism itself, the state, the nation, so it can go on. 


Bap ConpuctT 


Here we are, a little more than five years after the end 
of a war and our country is less secure than it has ever been 
since it was founded. When a nation handles the military 
phase of a war so skillfully, so brilliantly, that it wins with 
total unconditional surrender of its enemies, and then finds 


itself, within five years, at its all-time low, then the political 
conduct of the war and post-war conditions must have been 
very bad, indeed. 

Why has it been so bad? Why is it that with all the aces 
and the trumps only five years ago, we find ourselves today 
talking about “survival,” believe it or not? Well, I think 
you have to look at the pitfalls into which we have fallen 
as a nation, or been led to believe because it isn’t just a ques- 
tion of trying to say who was to blame so much as to try 
to find out what was to blame. What was wrong with our 
thinking or the assumption on which our foreign policy was 
based, or the clumsiness with which so many of our foreign 
policies were carried out or not carried out? What can we 
find that went wrong so that we can perhaps get out of the 
pitfalls we are in now and prevent them in the future? 

Some of these things were seen by many people, and they 
warned us against them. Others, when they heard these 
warnings, said, “Well, it’s hindsight.” It doesn’t make any 
difference whether it was hindsight or foresight; that’s not 
important now. You have to make an accurate diagnosis 
before you’re able to carry out sound treatment of a sick 
person; a lot of people were making diagnoses without even 
looking at the patient, sometimes doing it over the telephone. 

Someone would make a trip to Europe to observe or make 
a survey, and then come back to tell us the facts on which 
we could base a policy, but they usually announced the pur- 
pose or conclusions of their survey before they got off the 
plane, before they met anyone. That’s not the kind of sur- 
vey you need. You have to hold your conclusions in reser- 
vation until you’ve got the facts, before you give the results 
of a survey. 

All right, what are the basic assumptions on which the 
policies have been made that led to our difficulties? I’m go- 
ing to deal primarily with the Far East. The first was the 
abandonment by this Administration—and the tail end of 
the preceding Administration—of the basic assumption or 
concept or policy which has been our country’s for almost 
a hundred years, designed to give us security on our West. 
That policy was the so-called maintaining of the “Open 
Door” in China. 

Sometimes people say to me, “Why is it we Americans 
get so sentimental, so emotional about the Chinese? What 
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difference does it make to us whether Chiang Kai-Shek or 
the liberal group or the Communists rule China? They can’t 
vovern themselves, anyway. The problem is utterly hopeless.” 


VaLueE Or ORIENTAL FRIENDSHIP 


Our concern for a hundred years, our insistence for a 
hundred years that there be an independent China, wasn’t 

ised on sentimental feeling for the Chinese. It was based 
on hard-headed concern for the security of one nation only 

the United States of America. It has been considered in 
that light by every administration we have had, from just 
about a hundred years ago, almost, down to recent years— 
that the best guarantee of our security on our West was to 
have an independent, friendly China. 

It was not necessary that they should have a good gov- 
ernment in China. That was desirable, but wholly second- 
ary. It did not necessarily need to be a democratic govern- 
ment, an honest government, or an efficient government. 
‘The key thing was that the manpower and the resources and 
the basis of China be under Chinese friendly to the United 
States, and not under the control of potential enemies of the 
United States. 

‘There were two nations that posed a potential threat to 
the United States from the West—Russia and Japan. It so 
happened, because of the geography of the area, that Russia 
couldn't move too readily because China lay along the long 
southern front of Russian Siberia. “The other nation couldn't 
move against us as long as China was independent and 
friendly to the United States. It was a perfectly hard-headed 
proposition, and it led William McKinley and Theodore 
Roosevelt to support no good government in China, but that 
of the Manchus, the rottenest, most corrupt regime that ever 
existed. It was a foreign policy that imposed its will upon 
China, and yet they supported it for years, rather than have 
the enemies who were trying to get control of China succeed 
and use those resources and might against ourselves. 

Woodrow Wilson supported whom in 1915? Sun Yat 
Sen. He was a traitor to China, trying his best to overthrow 
the new republic and return to the old empire days and yet 
Woodrow Wilson supported him in 1915, at the time Japan 
was trying to take advantage of the war in Europe to seize 
China or parts of it for themselves because they perceived 
it was essential to our security that the opposite shores of 
the Pacific be in the hands of friends instead of enemies. 

The Republicans, in ’2! and ’22, at the time of the Wash- 
ington Conference under Elihu Root, supported the Chinese 
government. ‘here were a dozen governments in China at 
the time, but they supported them, rather than let China be 
taken over by the Russians or the Japanese. 


ABANDONING SoUND Po.ticy 


Now, after all those hundred years of steadfastness, stead- 
fast adherence to a sound policy, we were led by some Pied 
Pipers into concern about whether the Chinese had liberal 
gsovernment or democratic government. We had a bunch of 
people who were going to impose the “Four Freedoms’— 
and if you impose them, they aren’t freedoms—on the whole 
world. And where are we? Within five years you are in 
danger of losing them right here at home. You see, they 
abandoned sound policies and went off following a will-o’- 
the-wisp. 

Now, what led them to do it? Well, 1 think it was this 
new assumption that developed the idea that the indepen- 
dence and friendliness of Europe was more essential to our 
security than the independence and friendliness of Asia, or, 
to put it another way, in their preoccupation with the se- 
curity of Europe, they forgot that the independence of Asia 
was essential to the security of Europe; they forgot they 


couldn’t get the security of Europe by effort in Europe alone. 

Now, what led to that faulty assumption? It was, | think, 
largely the result of this idea that Eisenhower so well ex- 
pressed yesterday and which is part of the truth. In Europe 
and around the north Atlantic, lives this great body of peo- 
ple who are the best trained, technically, in the world, with 
the best workmen. In this area we have the United States 
and Canada, and then down the other side of the inverted 
horseshoe are the Scandinavian countries, England, the Low 
Countries, Italy, down to the Mediterranean. Here are 450 
million people, with the same backgrounds, with the same 
democratic type of government, with the same jurisprudence, 
with the same languages, with the same religion. We are of 
their stock; we feel close to them; naturally, there are sen- 
timental attachments here. 

The argument that this area has the two best workshops 
in the world is valid, but a workshop is no good without 
raw materials, and Europe just doesn’t have them, that’s all 
there is to it. We, ourselves, according to one of the latest 
reports of the National Security Resources Board, have an 
adequate supply of only 15 out of the 79 essential materials. 
We have to import part or all of 64 of them; we don’t have 
enough for ourselves. Are we going to supply Europe? That 
is the dilemma. We can’t hold them up, and we don’t dare 
let them go down. 


BALANCE Or Power RACE 


But how are you going to use this workshop over there 
if it hasn’t got access to raw materials? You see, in their 
preoccupation or hypnotism over industrial capacity alone, 
they forgot the five major factors of power. The first is fac- 
tory power, which Eisenhower talked about yesterday. Then 
there is morale—most men say it is the most important. We 
can’t measure that, and I'll skip it today, except to say that 
unquestionably, no one will dispute the morale of the Com- 
munist world is far higher than that of the non-Communist 
world today. 

But you get to the other four—technical proficiency, ter- 
ritory, raw materials, and manpower. We lead in one—in- 
dustrial capacity—in the North Atlantic community. The 
Soviets can catch up with us on that, too, as they proved 
when they constructed the atomic bomb, and they already 
have the other three—territory, resources, manpower. Let 
them get Asia, and then Africa is honeycombed, and we 
never can catch them in the three where they lead, while 
they gradually catch up with us in the one where we lead. 

It was a fundamentally faulty assumption that because we 
had greater industrial capacity, we could save ourselves by 
an effort to preserve this alone. ; 


Russia WaANTs EvuROPE 


Everybody says we must protect Europe from being de- 
stroyed by the Russians. Well, how are you going to pro- 
tect it? That’s the question. I don’t think the Russians want 
to destroy the factories and the industrial capacity of Eu- 
rope; they'd like to have it indeed. Why would they want 
to destroy it, after we'd got it all built up with fifteen bil- 
lion dollars worth of new equipment, fertilizer plants, steel 
mills and all the other things? They want to take it by a 
flanking movement, if you wish, and come around through 
Asia. They tried a flanking movement by way of Greece; 
they tried to flank Germany by the Mediterranean in ’47. 
We stopped that. Now they are doing a larger movement 
through China and Southeast Asia to Africa, and if we can’t 
support Europe; it will fall into their lap like a ripe plum. 

I don’t expect a conflict there if we get realistic and get 
back on a sound track. You see, in our preoccupation to 
save Europe, and the faulty assumption that the way to save 
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it was to put forth effort in Europe alone, we forgot two 
other concepts (or did we forget them?) and didn’t pay ade- 
quate attention to two other concepts which many believe 
are stronger deterrents to Russian attack upon Europe than 
any possible strength we could build up there in any con- 
ceivable future. One of these deterrents is not what we, 
with our forces, and France’s armies and the rest of western 
Europe’s armies—including the Germans, if they came in— 
could do to Russia’s troops in Europe. The greater deter- 
rent is what we can do to Russian factories and cities and 
lines of communications in Russia. 

We can’t conceivably, in half a decade, get strength 
enough to stop them in western Europe. They can go to 
the English Channel just as fast as they can walk. Of course, 
we gave them plenty of jeeps, but they might not have quite 
enough so they can all ride, but they can go just as fast as 
they can walk. 

The deterrent of what we can do to their bases is a real 
one, and I think the best way to build that up is a sound 
concept in the areas that are somewhat protected from their 
land forces—England, by a little, narrow moat, and Spain, 
by the Pyrenees Mountains, and particularly North Africa, 
where the Mediterranean is a moat to protect your bases 
while you pound away in the destruction of their productive 
capacity. 


DETERRING FACTOR 


The other factor which I think is a still greater deterrent 
can be their attack upon western Europe—keeping resistance 
forces alive and active in Asia, so the Soviets have to divide 
their attention, their strength, their energy between two 
widely separated fronts. 


These hard-headed fellows in the Kremlin don’t go to war 
on the basis of provocation. Somebody says, “You mustn’t 
provoke them.” You couldn’t provoke them into a war or 
out of a war. If they get strong enough and we get weak 
enough, we'll get into a war if they think they can win, 
provocation or no provocation. We don’t have wars now- 
adays with hard-headed totalitarian regimes on the basis of 
insults, like dueling in the old days. 


We tell them, “Don’t worry about this left end of ours 
over in Asia. We'll tell you in advance that we're not going 
to do anything about that. We aren’t going to send any end 
runs or tackles through the left side.” With that knowl- 
edge of our intentions, they can be sure and concentrate all 
their strength on the other side. Well, if we don’t intend 
to do anything, we ought to have sense enough to keep our 
mouths shut and keep them partly guessing, at least. We an- 
nounce what we're going to do, and so far as I know, we 
haven’t yet doublecrossed them except once. That was when 
we went out of Korea and told them we wouldn’t defend it. 
They came in, and we turned around and sent our troops 
back in to drive them out again. I don’t blame them for be- 
ing indignant in the Kremlin about that. That was the first 
time we had ever doublecrossed them. That was a course 
of treatment we had reserved previously for our allies. 


I’m glad that the United Nations passed a resolution yes- 
terday calling this aggression. Sir Bengal Rau of India said 
that “If you do that, you'll close the door to negotiation.”’ 
No, I think you merely narrow the area in which negotiation 
takes place, because without that resolution, the negotiation 
would be as to who is the burglar here, and surely they'd 
wind up with us being the burglar. And the negotiation 
would be on the question of “Is the thief in the house or is 
he in the house? Is it proper for him to break his way into 
the house or not?”’ They would negotiate that. They would 
negotiate, “Shall we give him the second and third floors, 


too, as a present for his having been so benevolent in break- 
ing open the first floor?” 

With the resolution we can probably negotiate what to do 
about this aggression, how to end it, how to prevent its hap- 
pening again, how—if possible, perhaps—to make some res- 
titution. There is the field for negotiation, and not as to 
who is the crook in the matter. 


MISCALCULATIONS 


You see, this brings me to the next set of miscalculations, 
the ones that led us into this immediate situation, based on 
this fundamental bad assumption and based, | think, on the 
record. 

The first of these miscalculations—to call it by the mild- 
est word that has been used—that has led us where our for- 
eign policymakers have brought the country into the mess 
that we are now in, was this: The assumption that the So- 
viet Union was a peace-loving democracy. It is understand- 
able how people who wouldn't try to think, I guess, could 
come to that conclusion. 

During the war they said, “We're fighting Hitler. We’re 
a democracy. The Soviet Union is fighting Hitler; ergo, it 
is a democracy.” That doesn’t follow, but to them it looked 
possible. 

Gentlemen, I have no regrets about the money we gave 
to Russia, and the assistance we gave her during the war 
in Lend-Lease. I think it was wise policy; it saved tens of 
thousands of American lives. The mistake was in assuming 
that because she was fighting Hitler for her reasons—and 
that was to our advantage during the war—she therefore 
was a democracy, and wanted the kind of world we wanted 
and would cooperate to build it, and therefore we could 
get into the same bed with her. That was the mistake. 

I didn’t mistake at all the vote for aid to Tito, but I’m 
not kidding myself that he is a democrat or believes in the 
kind of world we do. He was given aid because he is mak- 
ing trouble for the enemy and in doing that he is saving us 
considerable trouble. I am in favor of helping Franco, but 
that doesn’t mean he is a democrat or that his domestic rule 
is benign, but he isn’t a threat to us, and the Soviet Union 
is. Tito isn’t a threat to the United States; the Soviet Union 
is. Whatever we may say about Tito and Franco, that is 
beside the point; they aren’t threats to the United States 
and to the extent that they maye tie up enemy strength, they 
are on the side of the United States. 

How did we make this mistaken assumption on which our 
whole post-war foreign policy was based, this assumption 
that the Soviet Union was a peace-loving democracy—made 
up of Jeffersonian Democrats, I guess, only more jittery 
than the other Democrats of Jeffersonian tinge ? 


CoMMUNIST TECHNIQUE 


Well, first, our American people wouldn’: read Soviet 
history. The essence of it can be portrayed in the struggle 
beginning five hundred years ago between the various states 
of Russia. One became the dominant factor, the Grand 
Duchy of Muscovy, the principality of which Moscow was 
the chief city. From that time to the present there has been 
unending, ruthless expanding movement, which in this period 
of time has conquered literally dozens of countries and doz- 
ens of peoples and it has absorbed them or subdued them. 
Its progress has been interrupted a time or two, but never 
reversed and it is the same under the Communists as it was 
under the Czars, except that it is more deadly to us, at least, 
because in addition to the old fashioned external aggression 
of going across the border and having a war, they have de- 
veloped into almost an exact science, this new technique of 
internal aggression. 
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The old fashioned aggression always carried with it the 
seeds of its own destruction because when you have foreign- 
ers coming in and imposing their will on the people, the 
people resent it and while they may be cowed for the mo- 
ment, they maneuver and intrigue until they can overthrow 
the aggressors. 

‘The antigen produces the antibody, as the doctors would 
describe it. The genius of the Communist technique is to 
remove the foreign antigen so that a less effective antibody 
will be created. They managed somehow or other to get the 
Chinese to work against the independence of their country, 
to make it a satellite of the Soviet Union. We invited them 
into North Korea. We gave them North Korea and in five 
years of indoctrination they converted them into fanatical 
devotees of this thing. They got Frenchmen to destroy 
France, Italians to destroy Italy, they got Englishmen who 
worked night and day to slow down the efforts of their 
country to recover, and they tried to get Americans to di- 
vide our own country so it could be taken over. 


THe “Guacier” Moves On 


Now, when you have such a process going on, the people 
who want to stay free in the country develop barriers to it. 
On the west of Russia are the people of Germany and Aus- 
tria-Hungary; on the south are the Black Sea countries, 
with two countries that | might mention particularly—Tur- 
key and Iran. They were not strong enough by themselves, 
so the British held them up for several hundred years; we 
are holding them up now, not because we are fond of them 
but because it would be dangerous to have this “glacier”’ 
that has been moving relentlessly for tive hundred years get 
control of that area, which is the strategic bridge between 
the three old continents. It is the bridge across to Africa 
and its untold resources. From that bridge they can slip East 
from the West and get control of more than half of the 
known reserves of oil in the world. That is too dangerous 
so we're holding them up. 

In the East, China was the barrier for hundreds of years, 
and the Chinese were conquered by the Manchus, and after 
a few hundred years the dynasties became decadent. I have 
known of dynasties that have become decadent in twenty 
years. Well, China could no longer serve as an effective 
barrier and Russia took over the heart of Asia in the last 
century, down to Afghanistan and those parts of Siberia 
which are called the Maritime Provinces, those that loop 
over Manchuria and Korea, down to Vladivostok, where 
they are making so much trouble for us today. 

And then Japan became the barrier. Japan took over 
Korea at the beginning of the century, primarily to get a 
bufter to stop this “glacier.” The Japanese said ‘Korea is 
a dagger aimed at the heart of Japan,” and it is true that if 
the Russians get Korea, Japan's position is untenable. No 
matter how many Americans you send in or how much 
money, in the long run they can outweigh you. 

Well, what happened? In World War I we destroyed 
Austria-Hungary. With no barrier there, the Russian in- 
fluence became dominant. In World War II we destroved 
Hitler’s Germany as a barrier. It had to be destroyed, but 
the destruction didn’t solve the problem. You had to put 
it in place and have a good Germany and because we won't 
do it, we are talking about sending ten American divisions 
to Europe. 

In Asia we did it to Japan, to the point where she was 
going to attack us, and we said, “You can’t do these things.” 
We destroyed her, but that didn’t solve the problem. We 
didn’t try to build a barrier to Russia in Asia. Japan, fet- 
tered, increased the birth rate, decreased the death rate, and 
made its position more and more insoluble, and in Korea we 


didn’t try. In fact, somebody thought up the idea of dividing 
Korea at the 38th parallel. The Russians never asked for 
it. We asked the Russians when there wasn’t a single Rus- 
sian soldier in Korea, and there is no evidence that a single 
Russian would have come into Korea. 


When we took our troops out of South Korea, the people 
there were begging us to stay and give them a chance to 
build up their defenses. They understood that Communism 
wasn’t democracy. Well, a mother bird won’t push its little 
one out of the nest before it has at least three or four feath- 
ers, but we did. MacArthur, Wedemeyer and Chennav't 
cried their hearts out, trying to build China into the bar- 
rier, but we said it couldn’t be done, rather than trying to 
find means for doing it. So, in place of putting a good bar- 
rier in place of a bad barrier, Japan, we had to send kids 
to die in Korea. That’s the only reason why they’re out there. 


IGNORING REVISED MARXIAN BLUEPRINTS 


We wouldn’t read Russia’s history; we wouldn’t read her 
scriptures. It’s all written down. You wouldn’t try to un- 
derstand a Mohammedan, I think, without reading the 
Koran. You shouldn’t try to understand the Chinese with- 
out studying the intellect of Confucius. You shouldn’t try 
to understand the Jewish people without reading the story 
of Moses and the exodus from Israel, and the Psalms or the 
Prophets. You wouldn’t try to understand a Christian, I 
hope, without reading the New Testament. But we couldn’t 
bother to read the Communist scriptures. 

They wrote the whole program down in 1928, in what 
are called the theses of the revolutionary movement in the 
colonial and semi-colonial areas. Karl Marx first promoted 
the movement, but it didn’t work, and in 1928 they revised 
their viewpoint, and in 1928 they wrote their theses describ- 
ing how they were going to take over the industrialized 
areas of the world. 

One day when Mr. Acheson went before a committee, 
(I’m talking out of turn to say this) upon being questioned 
about our foreign policy at a certain point he said, ‘““‘We must 
wait until the dust settles.” I said, “Mr. Secretary, that’s 
like saying to a man who has cancer which is steadily ex- 
tending through his body, ‘Let’s wait and see.” You know 
what will happen; before long the man will be dead. Then 
what will you do?” He said, “We have no assurance that 
this is going to expand in Asia.” I said to him, “Is it possi- 
ble, sir, that you have never read the theses on the revolu- 
tionary movement in the colonial and semi-colonial areas?” 
He said, “No.” Well, what can you expect? 

What wouldn’t a general give to get the enemy’s plan of 
campaign? Why did we win at Midway? Because we knew 
the plans of the Japanese fleet. Here it is written down for 
us, and we won’t take the trouble to read it. Not only do 
we refuse to read their history or scriptures or blueprints, 
but we won’t pay attention to the testimony or the experi- 
ences of others who have tried to cooperate with them, tried 
to work out a compromise with them. 


Russia’s DECEPTIVE STRATEGY 


Chiang Kai-Shek was the first man in the world who 
found out the facts on that. He was the original Tito. He 
discovered that Communism wasn’t planned to work for the 
benefit of the Chinese; it was trying to get China in step 
on its program of world conquest, so he broke with them, 
and he has had the courage and steadfastness to fight them 
—alone, most of the time—for 23 years, and is still fighting 
them. He fought on our side for four and one-half years 
against Japan before we had brains enough to know it was 
our side and ever since the war and before he has been fight- 
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ing against the world conspiracy which has us as a target. 
We have been kicking him in the teeth—it’s fantastic. 

Petkoff was another who tried. Mr. Petkoff was the 
great liberal agrarian reformer of Bulgaria. He was head 
of the largest party there, the Peasant Party. He wanted to 
show these Communists that he had no designs on that, that 
he really wanted to get for them the things they wanted, so 
he organized the Fatherland Front. He brought them into 
the government of Bulgaria—a great wonderful thing, the 
kind of thing the United Nations has been trying so hard 
to do, some of them, to get the snake into the team so it can 
help plan a campaign against snakes. 

Well, Petkoff brought them into the Bulgarian govern- 
ment, and they stood around and looked respectable for a 
while, when suddenly the Communists called a special meet- 
ing of the Bulgarian Diet, and Petkoff’s party was being 
scattered all over the country; the Peasant Party couldn’t 
get in. They held a meeting and passed one resolution re- 
moving the Peasant Party. They arrested Petkoff on the 
way out of the Parliament, and executed him five days later. 

I was in Sofia and went out and, with a few other Con- 
gressmen, laid a wreath on the grave of a great liberal who 
betrayed his country because he couldn’t look at the nature 
of the Communist conspiracy, and insisted it was a peace- 
loving conspiracy. 

Benes was another who suffered from the same delusion; 
Nehru is suffering from it now. The other day a man was 
bitter with me for talking about Nehru. I said, “Wait a 
minute. It took you 23 years to find out; you'll have to give 
him a few more minutes or a few more weeks to find out 
what it took our government 23 years longer than the Chi- 
nese to find out, or Mr. Tito to find out.” 

Our policy was based on one assumption, that the Soviet 
Union wants a good world, with better homes and better 
housing and greater democracy and freedom, and the end 
of all the vices of the world. That’s the sales talk. How 
dumb can we be, and how long, I pray? 

There was another assumption that led to our trouble, 
and that was that Communism in Asia was just an agrarian 
reform; it was not in the least connected with the subver- 
sive interests of the Soviet Union. Let me run through a 
few things that show how smart people, enlightened people, 
educated people, emancipated people like Americans, in the 
United States—in the churches and everywhere—the ideal- 
istic people can be taken in by people who have no scruples 
and who play upon the desires of your heart. 

Lock at the myths that were spread about the Chinese 
Communists, to make us forget our own interests as we did. 
First of all, it was said they were doing most of their fight- 
ing against Japan—‘‘We must arm them.” Stilwell fell for 
that. 

Then we heard that it was just a spontaneous, indigenous 
reform movement against landlordism, feudalism and mili- 
tarism in China. Never until the President gave his “State 
of the Union” speech three weeks ago had the government 
ever admitted that war in China was ever anything but a 
complete civil war. In his address he discovered—if he under- 
stood what he read—that this was solely a Soviet-directed 
conspiracy to overthrow the Chinese government. That’s 
encouraging. He has joined us at last. I hope he’ll stay put, 
because maybe we can go somewhere if he wakes up to that 
fact, which the Chinese discovered long, long ago. 

Then they came along with another one. They said, “Well, 
the people are better off under Communism.” You've heard 
that one. It was said that the people had more calories, and 
were better off under Communism. Well, that was perfectly 
true in the country regions, because in starting out to de- 
stroy the government of China, the Communists wouldn’t 


let the farmers ship their grain into the cities. The city peo- 
ple, of course, cut off from their food supplies, grew rest- 
less and started crying, “Down with the government! We 
want food.””’ The Communists forced the farmers to keep 
their own grain, and so they had more to eat than they ever 
had before. The casual traveler going through the country 
would exclaim, “Look how well fed the people look! The 
Communist government must be good.” 

There were some who said that about Hitler, too, you 
know. The German people were better off under Hitler for 
a time; that’s a hard fact. They had higher calories, better 
medical care, they had the streets policed and cleaned up, 
and there were no beggars in the streets, and the trains were 
on time. Everything was orderly. They were busy people, 
efficient people. They fixed up the rest rooms in the fac- 
tories so that they were nice and clean, sanitary and attrac- 
tive. They gave pregnant mothers maternity benefits. They 
fixed up the spas and gave everybody a vacation at public 
expense. Wasn’t that good? Weren't the people better off? 
No, indeed. They were not free. And ye. a lot of people 
fell for that, too. 

Our GULLIBILITY 


How many times have we fallen for that business—we 
who say we don’t believe in materialism, but actually are 
materialists, and judge things by material comforts? Jesus 
wrestled with that for forty days and forty nights. He felt 
so intensely about the physical and material well-being of 
the people that He wanted to use his supernatural powers 
to give them bread. But He didn’t. In the end He let them 
go hungry rather than deny them the necessity of providing 
for themselves. Of course, there were certain occasions, cer- 
tain emergencies during famine, flood, disaster, war, where 
some people got too far from their homes, when He fed them, 
but on a long term program—no, indeed. That wasn’t good ; 
it was bad, although it looked so good. 

And then there was another belief: “Well, don’t worry 
about these people. They haven’t turned out the way we 
thought they would, but still they’re just country people.” 

One of the smartest men I know, sent over with the ECA 
to survey the situation, came back and said, “Don’t worry 
about those fellows. They won’t take the cities; they won't 
have the run of the country.” 

I said, “What makes you think that?” he said, “They’re 
country people.” Well, why would they go to third base 
and then forget to go home? Well, they took the cities, and 
that myth was gone, but it had done its damage for six 
months or so. 

They had another one—‘‘They’re northerners; they won't 
take South China. Let the Communists have North China, 
and the rest of the Chinese can have South China.” Well, 
they took North China, and they took South China, too, to 
the Indo-China border. 

That wouldn’t work, so we got another one: “They can’t 
convert the Chinese to Communists.” I don’t know whether 
they can or not. I don’t think they can. That doesn’t make 
any difference though because they haven’t converted any 
people to Communism, beginning with Russia. They don’t 
claim to have more than 3 per cent of the Russians, 6 per 
cent of the Poles, 8 per cent of the Czechs. 


WIsHFUL THINKING 
They don’t want 51 per cent of the people in their “de- 
mocracy.” If they did, they’d have as much trouble as we 
Republicans and Democrats do, fighting among ourselves all 
the time. They want the 3 per cent; if they get more than 
that, they purge them. They maintain the little iron core, 


you see. What difference does it make whether people be- 
lieve it or not. 
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They said, “You can’t make good soldiers out of the Chi- 
nese, you know.”’ Go ask the boys in Korea about that. 

‘Then there was one that said, “Well, after all, they won’t 
be able to solve the economic problems of China.” ‘The an- 
swer is that, of course, they wouldn't be able to do it any- 
where else; they haven't been able to solve the economic 
problems in any country, beginning with Russia. Does that 
suyvest that they don’t have control of them and can’t use 
them to make trouble for us? 

‘There was another one that said, “Oh, they'll be over- 
come. ‘They'll be absorbed, just like all of the previous con- 
querors of China.”’ One answer to that is that just because 
they overcame their previous conquerors doesn’t mean that 
they will absorb the Russians, any more than it follows that 
because a man overcame his previous disease, he’ll get over 
his present illness. He may have had scarlet fever, diphthe- 
ria, pneumonia and influenza, and overcome them, it doesn’t 
mean that he can overcome cancer. A lot of people die every 
day who never died before. This is a different disease — 
that’s the point. ‘The fact that bronchitis and tuberculosis 
of the lung look alike—they both have fever, both show an 
inflammatory condition and both have a cough—doesn’t 
mean that you'll get over tuberculosis because you get over 
bronchitis. “This is a different disease, I’m telling you. But 
we insist on nursing to our breast these illusions; wishful 
thinking, I fear, is our national vice. 


Tue Morass ‘THEORY 


Secondly, they say the argument is this: Suppose the Chi- 
nese do eventually wear them out and overcome them, ab- 
orb them. How long will that be? It’s irrelevant as far as 
my country is concerned. We're talking about the security 
of the United States. It took them a hundred years to over- 
come the Mongols. It took them 67 years to overcome the 
Manchu conquerors. What if they do overcome the Com- 
munists in the next three or four hundred years? Where 
will we be? 

| have no doubt Jesus believed in the ultimate triumph 
of righteousness. He certainly had no qualms about believ- 


.ing that goodness and truth and righteousness and freedom 


would ultimately triumph, but that didn’t keep Him from 
weeping bitter tears about the impending loss of His capital 
city. He knew that whatever God might do, ultimately 
Jerusalem was a goner, because she would not pay atten- 
tion to the conditions of her peace. 

Then there was another one who said, “Well, China will 
prove a morass for the Soviet Union.” I was on a radio 
program just two years ago with Owen Lattimore, and 
that was his thesis—‘‘Stalin is dumb, but he is not dumb 
enough to get bogged down in this morass.”” ‘That was the 
morass theory. Stalin doesn’t seem to be very bogged down; 
he seems to be doing right well. 

‘They never try to persuade us to adopt Communism. They 
just get us to ignore our own interests and not help the 
people who are fighting Communism, which means turning 
everything over to Communism without appearing to do so. 

‘Then there was another one that said, “Well, never mind, 
they'll probably become members of the Communist Party, 
but if we'll just help them, give them Formosa, for instance, 
and show them we're good fellows, if we'll help them suc- 
ceed, that, somehow, will make them fail.”’ If you have dif- 
ficulty with that one, the State Department will explain it 
to you. 

I'm sick and tired of the people who are going to keep 
our country secure by weakening ourselves and “divvying 
up” to the other side. 

Some people have asked me, “Why did Chiang’s govern- 
ment lose out in China?” I said it had fought eight years 


of war and an invasion. How many governments in history 
have gone through that and pulled through? Chiang couldn’t 
pull through without vigorous assistance and moral sup- 
port, any more than all those other countries could. 

China has nothing to be ashamed of. ‘The scars of the 
Chinese are honorable. ‘They saved tens of thousands of 
American lives by holding the line as they did, until we 
could build ourselves a navy and bring our superior power 
to bear upon Japan. We denounce them for weaknesses 
which are really the result of decisions we have made. I'd 
rather take our chances in history with them than with some 
of our statesmen, I’m sorry to say. 

Dereatest ATTITUDE 

This is my quarrel with Mr. Acheson in the State De- 
partment. I have nothing against him personally. | think 
the men in the State Department are high-minded men, but 
they always have a certain negativism about them, a defeat- 
ism. They tell you that you can’t do this, you can’t do that. 

On the Chinese question during the war, three Generals 
—Stilwell, Marshal! and Barr—said we couldn’t do any- 
thing for them, but against them were scores of Generals, 
equally great men, and Admirals, who said it could be done. 
MacArthur and Chennault said it can and must be done. 
Wedemeyer went out and made a study of China and turned 
in a report which was a model of sobriety, urging that we 
help the Chinese, but that was pigeonholed. We had seven 
Admirals—Hart, Yarnell, Barbey, Leahy, Cooke, Kincaid, 
followed by Badger and then Radford—who said it can and 
must be done. 

Now, this is why I say these men who say nothing can 
be done, should be removed from office or take themselves 
out of this predicament where they have to struggle with 
something they can’t succeed in doing. As long as there are 
people in charge to say it can’t be done, of course it can’t 
be done. Do you want a doctor who will tell you, before 
the operation, that you can never get well? I wish that the 
President would promote those people, or send them to 
England or anywhere, but get them out of the situation, in 
any event, so that something can be done. 

Then they come along and say this government is so bad 
it doesn’t deserve our help—as if that had anything to do 
with it. No foreign country deserves a dollar of help. If I 
want to give for charity out of my own pocket, I’m entitled 
to do that, but I have no right to levy taxes to take money 
out of your pocket to take care of my charity. A govern- 
ment is not a humanitarian institution. 


ANOTHER DELUSION 


It isn’t a question of whether the people deserve the help; 
it’s a question of whether your boy deserves to live or not. 
In order to live, he ought to have as many people on his 
side against the enemy as possible. Are we just going to 
reserve for Americans the right to die in these hellholes 
out there? If this is an enemy dangerous enough to us that 
we fight and die against it, then we know that if we want 
to win, we want others fighting with us. 

We go over to Europe to try to bribe them to fight, and 
in Asia we won't let them fight against the Commies; only 
your boys can be taken out of the United States, out of 
their homes, away from their families, and sent over there. 
It’s incredible. 

Now, one more. A lot of people are still thinking that 
maybe we can buy them off by giving them what they say 
they want. That’s what we did at Tehran—we gave them 
what they wanted. At Yalta they were given more of what 
they wanted. At Potsdam it was the same; we gave them 
more of what they said they wanted. 
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What they say they want is not what they want. The 
purpose is conquest. There is no mystery, no enigma, no 
conundrum as to the objectives of the Communist move- 
ment—they have never changed by a hair’s breadth; their 
objective is world conquest; it strategy has never changed. 


Russian Worip Conquest 


Of course, their tactics change. They are differing in 
every country, depending upon the situations found in the 
various countries. ‘Their purpose is to confuse and to 
weaken, to divide, inflame, and conquer. They don’t want 
to correct the bad things in America. They wouldn’t have 
anything to shout about if they had them corrected. They 
want to divide us and make us lose faith in ourselves. When 
will we learn the nature of the thing we're dealing with? 

Well, what can we do about this? The first thing we 
have to do is to recognize that the Soviet Union and its 
world conspiracy is at war with us. We are the target. 
We're all that stands between them and world conquest. 
China was first base. Then they would go to Southeast 
Asia, which is second base, to Europe, which is third base, 
and we are home base. If we would recognize that, then 
certain things would follow. 

Ten years ago we had Pearl Harbor. We had some losses 
and some benefits. One benefit was to make us see that 
Japan was at war with us; it ended our delusion that we 
could make peace with them. Therefore, it gave us the 
unity and will to do the things necessary to pull through. 
Now we have something worse than Pearl Harbor, but we 
haven’t had brains enough to recognize it; we still think 
it’s a war with somebody else, and not with us, or we are 
still nurturing the delusion that if we give them space in 
Europe, if they get space in Asia, they can be satisfied. 
They could take 200 Russian divisions and 150 Chinese 
divisions and you couldn’t possibly stand up to them in 
Europe then, or in Asia. You have to win in both Europe 
and in Asia. It isn’t because we want to scatter our shots 
or divert attention from Europe, it’s the only way in which 
we can save the patient; gangrene in any part of the body’s 
members will destroy it. 

Somebody says, “Well, we ought to avoid war.” Gentle- 
men it isn’t a case of avoiding war, it’s how you will win 
the war, it’s how to strike first. It’s too late to talk of 
avoiding a war; they have struck. The question is how, 
when, where we will strike back, if we could survive. 

Somebody says, “You musn’t start a preventive war.” 
Well, it’s too late for that; the war has been started. If 
we win the one we're in, | don’t think we'll have any divi- 
sion of our people, but if we don’t, then we will. 


Wuat To Do 


Now, what are the things that follow? First, we decide 
to use our forces where they can be used to the greatest ad- 
vantage, and not to the advantage of the others.' That cer- 
tainly doesn’t mean that you’re going to have American 
ground troops in Asia, because we’re fighting then where 
they are strongest and we are weakest. I fought against 
sending ground troops into Korea. However, I think you 
ought to hold on there, short of a massacre. I don’t think 
vou have had too great a cost. We ought to hold on there 
for three reasons. One, for the morale effect. If you abandon 
Korea to the Russians, Asia will be like a house of cards; 
you can kiss it goodbye. 

Secondly, here were twenty million Koreans who stood 
on our side. If the “Voice of America” had the slightest 
bit of imagination, it could just do wonders in Asia with 
this: Where did the people of Asia go when they had a 
chance. From South to North? Did the Koreans go from 


South to North? No, they moved by the millions from 
North to South. Where did the common people go? ‘hey 
fled to the South. 


Tell Nehru that; he'll discover it. Tell these other people 
that. They call us imperialists. Suppose we ask what the 
common people—who had their noses rubbed in it—what 
they think about it. Don’t toss that card away. 


Thirdly, if you can hold a beachhead in Korea, you tie 
down the best Communist forces where they have typhus 
and various other things, and thereby, perhaps, you can 
save Indo-China, and I’m sure there is no other way to 
save it. If they liquidate in Korea, they'll go on to Indo- 
China. If you send white boys in there in physical combat, 
driving bayonets through Asiatics, the political losses will 
outweigh any military advantages you gain, even if you win. 


Morar Support 


Now, once you have decided where and how we're going 
to use our resources to the greatest advantage—we are 
strongest in the air and on the sea, not with land forces— 
then we have to build up and support the areas in Asia still 
free, Japan, Formosa and the Philippines, particularly. It 
would be criminal if they take these Japanese who put their 
faith in us and disarm them and do not give them a chance 
to defend themselves and then throw them to the wolves. 
They'll defend themselves if you give them a chance. You 
have to either defend them with your boys or desert them 
and nobody will trust you again, or you have to help them 
get on their feet to that extent. 

In Formosa they don’t need more aid but the proper aid, 
the kind we gave Greece—moral support. Secondly, we 
should send them advisers, smart fellows who can go in and 
help them with the problem, and not American combat 
soldiers. You can’t liberate them, but you can help them so 


they can liberate themselves; at least there is some hope 
there. 


The third thing is that you have to work with the re- 
sistance movements on the mainland. Somebody says you 
can’t do anything about China; you must recognize that 
fact. China is friendly, but she is not mighty. If Europe 
is important because of industrial capacity, then you can’t 
say China is strong because she hasn't industrial capacity. 
You can’t have it both ways. They aren’t mighty. Main- 
land China is the weakest spot in the whole world con- 
spiracy of the Soviet Union. There is where we could deal 
the most deadly blow with the least cost of ourselves. 

Why not turn loose—not in mass-invasion style, such as 
we had at Normandy—selected groups to smuggle in and 
set up a “Department of Dirty Tricks,” if you wish, behind 
the Communist line? If you can prevent their consolidating 
China, if you can make them fail in their great promises, 
you can break the Communist movement in the Orient and 
if you do, Stalin is going to think a long, long time before 
starting trouble in Europe. We must try, at least. We can’t 
guarantee that you will succeed, but you won’t succeed if 
you don’t try. 


SELLING FREEDOM To THE WorLp 


Therefore, we have to get our policies into the hands of 
men who are positive. Then, in addition, we have to have 
something to sell. The Communists go to the people and 
say they have the answers. Well, if they don’t have any- 
body competing for their hearts, they’ll do as they are told. 
It might be a fraud, but why don’t we go to the people and 
tell them we have the answers to their problems? Let’s tell 
them we want them to become free and want to help them 
build their government from the bottom up. Let’s tell them, 
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“We'll work with you. We'll not do it for you, but will 
help you to do this.” 

Why don’t we believe in ourselves? I can’t figure it out. 
What are we ashamed of? Jesus didn’t say, “The truth 
shall make ye free.” He said, “Ye shall know it.” But you 
do have to tell the truth. 

There are only two things I’m afraid of. One is that we 
will continue to day-dream and underestimate or fail to 
understand the thing that is against us. I don’t think we’re 
going to do that. I am less anxious now about that than I 
have been at any time since I talked to you before. We’re 
waking up, I believe. I hope it’s not too late. The other 


thing I’m afraid of is that we will fail to understand our 
own system, that we will underestimate its strength, its 
appeal, its attraction to the oppressed peoples of the world. 
It has widespread strength, even behind the Iron Curtain, 
and if we don’t understand it and contagiously believe in and 
spread our own system, the world will go by default. 

We're living in tough times; sure. The world is sick. It 
has to have hard-headed doctors, but there is no reason to 
despair, if you have what Lincoln prayed for—‘‘Under God 


a new birth of freedom, a new understanding, a new dedi- 
cation.” 


Thank you. 


Indecision of the Moslem World 


LACK OF WORLD LEADERSHIP IN THE WEST 
By ABDEL RAHMAN AZZAM PASHA, Secretary General of the League of Arab States 
Delivered before the Luncheon of the National Press Club, Washington, D. C., December 12, 1950 


HE world situation requires from us all and par- 
ticularly from the gallant people of the United States 
of America, that we focus our attention on both the 
visible and invisible implications behind the present world 
crisis. Troubles are accumulating and the clearing of these 
troubles requires both energy and mental activity. 

Gentlemen, it looks as if the world has definitely been 
divided into two camps. One is carrying the banner for the 
proletarian class and the other for a non-class concept; but 
actually there are two active forces upholding these ideolo- 
gies, while a vast section of mankind in Africa and Asia 
stands undecided and perplexed, as this vehement contest 
about what is right and wrong is going on. If we allow 
ourselves to be deceived and resigned to a fate that only 
arms can decide the issue, we will not survive. I believe 
that never in the history of mankind has violence ever been 
able to extinguish the torch of right or to conquer definitely 
an ideal which is justified by its moral force and its neces- 
sity to prevail. 

We should, therefore, discard every attempt to resort to 
force as a decisive factor in ideological differences. In my 
opinion permanent peace cannot be achieved by the sole 
maintainance of armed forces or the accumulation of ma- 
terial powers. Such a belief is a fallacy. What is really 
required is to maintain peace by an equilibrium of diverse 
forces, including forces of strong conviction and faith, so 
as to make the existence of peace not only dependent on 
military victories but on moral and spiritual victories, which 
make them enduring and permanent. 

If we can bring about that equilibrium then every side 
will endeavour to convince the other side by logic, appeal 
and persuasion. Then the only chance that remains for a 
victory of one ideology over another will emanate from its 
real value and its real contributions to human progress and 
human peace. 

In the meantime what can we do to make war useless to 
the aggressor? I think we should put our faith not only in 
our production of war material, but in human virtue, wis- 
dom and judgment. To attain this objective we must build 


up centers concentrating and radiating ideas all over the 


world. These centers may vary in their approach and out- 
look as to their beliefs and ideas, but will always meet with 
the universal concept that all people are equal and that class 
conflict is a disruption of the family. In these centers will 
be grouped people who have between them certain affinities 


and some common inheritance and common belief. They 
will be able as autonomous concepts within the universal 
concept to struggle harder and more efficiently to resist sub- 
versive ideas. These centers should be encouraged every- 
where in the old world and the new world, in Asia and 
Africa as well as in Europe and America. 

I think that there are in existence radiating centers of 
culture and of spiritual concept outside the actual commu- 
nist sphere in places like Egypt, Pakistan, India and Indo- 
nesia. These centers can be fortified by the support of a 
clear outspoken defense of human liberty and welfare by 
the people of the United States, a people known for their 
love of freedom and benevolence. 

In Europe and America there are similar centers of 
thought propagating moral and spiritual ideas. They may 
be along different lines, but they will meet with those of 
Africa and Asia on the common ground of equality of races, 
equality of classes and equality of opportunities. Then and 
only then the aggressor, if any, will have to seek some cross- 
breeding of ideas which will introduce a totally new atti- 
tude which will culminate in the suppression of what is 
essentially wrong. 

So much for the moral side of the picture. To deal with 
the realities of the moment, we are facing an immediate 
huge catastrophe. What is wanted is time to get a breathing 
space to turn that violent prevailing attitude of mind to- 
wards a conciliatory one. Thus we should have a truce. 
We should not think only of war or appeasement, because 
appeasement amounts to moral abdication and to treating 
the symptoms of a disease without in fact touching the dis- 
ease itself. Such a course will set up precedents which can 
have only disastrous consequences in the settlement of other 
problems in Europe, Africa and Asia. 

The immediate procedural step for a long-term policy is 
to have a temporary truce on the Korean war front and on 
the mental front everywhere. We must find ways and means 
to enable the leaders of the two opposing camps, the United 
States of America and the Soviet Union, to meet under the 
auspices of the United Nations and the pressure of world 
opinion, and to work out an honorable and just settlement 
or at least a modus vivendi as an alternative to war. They 
may then be able to illegalize war as a means of settling 
differences of ideology and national interests, thus discover- 
ing a common ground for further concerted actions. Dis- 
armament, partial or complete, might provide an assurance 
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that that common ground will be maintained. They might 
further agree that the United Nations can be reconstructed 
as an arbitrator, representing world opinion, whose de- 
cisions will then be accepted and implemented. 

Before ending this talk it may be useful to call your kind 
attention to conditions which are making for instability and 
encouraging violence in an important area of the world 
known as the Middle East. 

The people of this area have inherited and inspired great 
civilizations and great spiritual ideas. They are receiving 
wave after wave of propaganda from East and West. They 
are told by the West that they are backward, under-devel- 
oped and in need of European tutelage and protection. They 
are told by the East that they are exploited, enslaved and 
despised and should revolt against Western domination. In 
fact, they are receiving no genuine friendship or sympathy 
or understanding from either side. 

In spite of these strong currents, they still stand, ada- 
mantly for their faith and heritage. It is true they are more 
inclined towards Western thoughts, but they refuse to be 
the vassals of the West. Although opposed to the material 
creed of the East, they feel impressed by its support to their 
human dignity and national aspirations. 

I have complete faith in the wisdom of our people, but 
I fear that they may, under that dual pressure, become in- 
different and disinterested. —The consequences of such a state 
of mind in the Middle East, as an eternal center of spiritual 
ideas, will have tremendous repercussions in Asia and Africa. 
While the East is well led by forces which have combined 
ideological with material energies and is penetrating deeply 
in Asia and Africa, the West, with no real moral leadership 
and by attempting to harness old concepts of imperialism to 
new concepts of nationalism, is but confusing the peoples of 
the Middle East and trying dangerously to harmonize the 
nineteenth-century tutelage with sovereign rights and the 
principles of self-determination of the twentieth. While 
maintaining a masterly attitude of superiority over these 
Middle Eastern peoples, curiously enough the West is para- 
doxically attempting to secure the voluntary cooperation of 
those long-subjected peoples. 

This confused approach cannot appeal to the hearts and 
minds of the Arab and Moslem peoples. The only re- 
sistence to Communism that is being shown at present by 
the masses of the people in the Middle East stems from 
their religious faith. It is high time for England, France 
and particularly America to reconsider their attitude towards 
the Middle East and to try some note which will have 
resonance in the hearts and minds of 70,000,000 Arabs and 
300,000,000 Moslems, extending from China to Morocco. 
If they do not, the West will lose their support in that 
ideological contest; and the East, through a persuasive, 


strong and well directed mental penetration may get, ulti- 
mately, the upper hand. 


Our people are now standing between the devil and the 
deep sea, and they may find their salvation either in com- 
plete passiveness of non-cooperation or in an impulsive in- 
dignation, dominated by distrust and dissatisfaction. 


All imperialistic powers have no chance at present for a 
moral lead of Asiatic and African people. The only coun- 
try in the Western camp which can still have a chance of 
an appeal to the hearts and minds of Oriental masses in this 
country, the United States of America. Its past history and 
relations with the Oriental world is an example of fair- 
mindedness and human good relations. They have known 
the United States through the last one hundred and fifty 


years, as good business men, teachers, doctors and mission- 
aries. 


They recognize America as a nation which stands for 
freedom and fair play; and in spite of recent blunders the 
Middle East has not lost faith in American good will. 

However, in order to pull the Middle East out of that 
confused state of mind and from that attitude of indigna- 
tion and distrust, the U. S. A. should present herself to the 
Oriental world in her true light, and with a moral leader- 
ship that will never sacrifice principles for expediencies. This 
alone will afford a possibility of constructing a formidable 
radiating center of thoughts and principles around which 
hundreds of millions of Moslem peoples would rally in 
harmony with Western idealism. 

Not only can the Middle East contribute, as it did in the 
past, to spiritual and ideological forces to balance power in 
the moral field, but it can also contribute in the material 
balance with its huge potentialities of manpower, space and 
production. It can also be organized as a rallying center for 
material power to counteract material aggression. ‘These 
material forces of the Middle East are being neglected and 
allowed to disintegrate by the intervention of outdated 
European imperialist powers, pretending to be able to fill 
with isolated military bases, the vacuum of defense in the 
Middle East, thus misleading themselves and others. The 
actual truth is that their military occupations and military 
bases in the Arab world, while far from filling a vacuum, 
are in themselves creating a vacuum which can only be filled 
by the material resources of its people and their faith in 
themselves and their power. 

Our people for a number of years have been extending to 
America their hands for mutual friendship and vast moral 
and material cooperation. It is for this country to take it 
or leave it. Upon her decision depends to a great extent the 


stability, security and prosperity of the Middle East and 
the Moslem world. 


Function of a Private Institution 
In a Free Society 


LINCOLN SAID, “BY THE PEOPLE,” MARX SAID, “BY THE PARTY” 
By THOMAS K. GORMAN, Bishop of Reno, Nevada 


Delivered before the Annual Meeting of the Catholic Charitable Agency of the Diocese of Salt Lake, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, January 17, 1951 


your Charitable Agency opens a wide field to the 
imagination of your speaker on this auspicious occasion. 
What happy vistas back through the year of loving service to 


S* excellent a review of the year’s accomplishments by 


needy, neglected little children, your child welfare program 
reveals! How many glimpses through the doors of homes 
where dwell reunited, rehabilitated, reestablished family 
groups, your family welfare report gives us! What numbers 
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of needy individuals, whose wants ranged from spiritual 
hunger and thirst and nakedness to a very real material lack 
of food and drink and clothing, went on their way rejoicing 
because of your gifts of counsel and aid! All this and more 
comes crowding in upon our mind’s eye as we review your 
report. 

Much more than the brief time allotted to us tonight could 
we spend in an attempt to clothe with flesh and blood the 
cold, stark numbers assigned to cases in your report; to 
name real names, to speak in terms of sorrow turned into 
joy, sickness into health, sin into virtue, hunger into plenty 
for the people hidden beneath the numbers. One may look 
at any welfare report, and this is no exception, with eyes 
that are dull and minds without imagination. To such the 
report is a bare exercise in statistics. “To the understanding, 
however, arabic figures become men like ourselves, our 
brothers in Christ, who were bent and broken beneath too 
heavy burdens of sorrow and misfortune, but now stand 
strong and erect, because love of neighbor for God’s sake was 
a real commandment to the directors, sponsors and sup- 
porters of the organization whose report we read. Such an 
attempt to translate the dead letter into life would be effort 
fruitfully spent, an effort we must always strive to make, 
if ours is to be an understanding charitable program. 

While I wish to urge upon you a careful examination of 
the annual report of your charitable agency in the light of 
what | have just pointed out, 1 do not intend to pursue this 
subject further at this time. Tonight I prefer to present some 
considerations on the significance of this institution and its 
work in the light of actual circumstances and certain obvious 
trends in our national life and on the world scene. We shall 
view this agency and others like it in the light of its place 
in the heritage of the Judeo-Christian democratic West, in 
the hope that we may thereby rekindle the fires of our 
enthusiasm for the genuine values of Christendom and obtain 
much needed inspiration to struggle against the forces which 
seck to destroy them. 

The private charitable agencies, of which yours is a notable 
one in this community, operate in that atmosphere of free 
enterprise and individual initiative and responsibility which 
is characteristic of and essential to the Christian, democratic 
way of life. Yet such free agencies exist not only in the 
field of charity, welfare and relief. You will find similar 
free institutions and private enterprises in every phase of 
human activity where free men live and love and strive for 
their ideals. You will discover them in the family, in educa- 
tion, in social life, in business, in government, in religion. 
So long as private institutions and free agencies flourish in a 
society, men enjoy freedom. Let some tyrant, some omni- 
potent state forbid private initiative and destroy free institu- 
tions, free men become slaves. The private institution, be it 
a business large or small, a parochial school, a troop of Boy 
Scouts, a Rotary Club, a fraternal organization, a political 
party, a religious society, a charitable agency, or any one of 
the thousand groupings under which free men foregather 
to carry on their individual, social, economic, educational, 
political and religious activities—the private institution stands 
today, | say, therefore, as the symbol of our freedom and its 
preservation becomes the major task of free men, and I 
propose to try to show you some of the reasons why. 

Perhaps you will understand better the function of the 
private agency in a truly democratic way of life and system 
of Christian manners, if I place before you for careful medi- 
tation two important considerations. Both throw light upon 
the fundamental nature of the world struggle now in 
progress. 

The first source of basic conflict lies in a difference of 
concept about the very nature of man himself. The tradi- 


tional Western notion, based on our Graeco-Judeo-Christian- 
Democratic heritage, and I’m sure most of you here present 
would accept this as the truth, confers upon man an almost 
sacred nature and a very noble dignity. While the individual 
has social obligations, stemming from the law of love and 
the brotherhood of man, salvation can come to him only as an 
individual; while he has serious duties to organized society 
and the state, he nevertheless stands endowed by nature with 
precious inalienable rights, which even the state must not 
violate. 

Over against this ideal, and in violent conflict with it, is 
the atheistic, materialist, Marxian theory of mass man, a 
proletariate, in which the group is everything, the individual 
nothing. Man has every obligation to society, but it has no 
duties to him. He must sacrifice everything, even life, liberty 
and happiness, to the state; it has no obligation to respect 
his rights, which do not even exist in the face of its interests. 
His only value, dignity, right lie in the mass. As an indi- 
vidual he is nothing, only in the mass does he find salvation. 

A second source of conflict, as well as confusion and mis- 
understanding, springs from an equivocal use in our day of 
the term democracy. When the Marxist, whether socialist or 
communist, talks about democracy, he means something quite 
different from the notion with which we are familiar. Per- 
haps those immortal words used by Abraham Lincoln in his 
Gettysburg Address, when he said that the heroes of that 
battle died there that “government of the people, by the 
people and for the people shall not perish from the earth,” 
may be employed to illustrate this vital conflict about the 
meaning of democracy. The great president spoke of govern- 
ment of the people and for the people. So does the Marxist; 
but Lincoln also speaks of government dy the people. In this 
middle phrase lies the essence of democratic and representa- 
tive government in our world of the West, an ideal arrived 
at after centuries of long and bitter struggle. In other words, 
our notion of democracy calls for government of and for the 
people, by the people themselves, through agents of their own 
choice. 

While the Marxian socialist loves government of the people 
for what he considers to be their best interests, he cannot 
tolerate government by the people, for it goes counter to his 
basic notion that the masses are incapable of self government. 
On the contrary they are to be led, forced if necessary by 
an elite vanguard, the party, under the guidance of a divinized 
leader. The substitution of the phrase “by the party” for 
Linccln’s “by the people” is basic in the Marxist idea of 
democracy. For them the people are like children and papa 
knows best. 

Once we grasp the significance of these two reversals, this 
kind of placing the cart before the horse, creation before the 
Creator, matter before spirit, the group before the indi- 
vidual, society before man, the party ahead of the people, we 
shall understand the grim dangers involved in the present 
tendency toward the socialization of society in all its phases. 
For there is a strong movement to condition men for the 
acceptance of socialism, a movement that has been going on 
for years. The socializers, with fanatical, almost religious 
zeal, have penetrated every section of American life, the 
school, the press, business, the courts, government, even cer- 
tain religious groups, to such an extent that the easy, natural 
solution of economic, social and political problems always 
seems to be the cart-before-the-horse way, the methods of the 
Marxian upside down world. 

Much of this conditioning of our world to accept the way 
of Marxian socialism, Fabian or communistic, has been 
worked through the penetration of public education. Slowly 
at first, but with increasing impetus, generation after genera- 
tion, the faculties and student bodies of the vast public school 














Thomas K. Gorman 


303 





systems, from kindergarten to university, were subtly con- 
ditioned to breathe the Marxist air without choking. Until 
lately there were few openly confessed socialists or com- 
munists, only addlepated “liberals,” who couldn’t see beyond 
their noses; progressive educators they called themselves, 
“progressive” being one of those weasel words socialists love. 
It has come now to the point where few textbooks in 
economics, sociology or government even hint that there is 
any valid remedy for the ills that flesh is heir to except those 
put forward by the Marxists, open or cryptic. Even the 
kindergartners and first graders are taught the socialistic out- 
look, that solution of their troubles, little or big, are to be 
found in papa government, not in themselves or their homes, 
or private associations. There need be no mystery for us as 
to the explanation of why we have become suckers for social- 
istic practices in this country. Our schools have predisposed 
us for this foolishness and are still doing it to our young 
people. 

The earliest and most striking effect of socialism in educa- 
tion has been upon the top brass in the whole field of public 
education. In the name of that phoney Marxian ‘“‘de- 
mocracy” explained above, they become proponents of the 
idea that our school system must be totalitarian, that we 
must have education of the people’s children, for the people’s 
children, not by the authority and control of the people who 
are parents of the children, but by the state, so that the state 
may educate the young in its own way, whatever the parents 
or the children may think. Educators were early converted 
to totalitarian, state control in their own field. Public edu- 
cation’s top brass constitutes one of the greatest dangers to 
true democratic freedom in our country. They are openly 
and bigotedly opposed to the existence of free schools. Once 
they tried, with the aid of the lodges, to force a totalitarian 
school. Failing that, for constitutional reasons, they are now 
content with making the existence of free schools increasingly 
difficult, expensive and burdensome, awaiting the moment 
when they can be crushed altogether in favor of state 
dominated education. In this field the private school, high 
school, college and university must continue to fight for its 
life, for with their destruction freedom of education goes. 

After breathing this socialistically air conditioned atmos- 
phere of classroom and lecture hall in our schools and col- 
leges, armies of young people have gone forth into business, 
the professions, journalism, and governments to put into 
practice what they have learned. As legislators and adminis- 
trators in government, even as judges, they have too often 
sought the socialistic solutions for our national and inter- 
national problems. Small wonder they have done what they 
have to lead us into totalitarian ways, into sympathetic treat- 
ment of communists and socialists in international affairs, 
into socialist stupidities at home. Few of them were outright 
communists, many of them not even conscious socialists, 
but nearly all had lost faith in so old fashioned a theory as 
government by the people, abandoning it for socialistic 
statism, for the idea that the people must be forced by an 
elite to do the things best for them. 

To overcome these evils the only remedy is a return to 
government by the people, a restoration of our free and 
representative political institutions. Free parties, criticism, 
sound, constructive, unafraid, full responsibility to the people 
for blunders and stupidities committed, and above all a 
return to the idea of government responsible to the people 
and repudiation of any notion of flirting with the Marxian 
idea of democracy—government by the “party.”” We must 
preserve free political institutions. We must cling to the 
notion that truly democratic, genuinely American govern- 
ment demands that free men be enlightened, persuaded and 
lead to political salvation by legislators, judges and execu- 


tives of their own free choosing, not by a self-appointed, 
fanatical, doctrinaire elite, who tolerate no rivalry or difter- 
ence of opinion. With our eyes we have seen slavery reborn 
and freedom die over vast areas of this earth, as Marxian 
“democracy” came to power. Shall freedom die here too? 
Shall we become slaves? Only by fighting to retain the free 
institutions inherent in government by the people can we 
prevent such a disaster. Statism in all its multitudinous mani- 
festations must be resisted. Let only free institutions flourish 
in this land of the free. 

That Statism demanded by Marxian socialism, the cart 
before the horse democracy, does not rest content with social- 
izing free political institutions. By its very nature it requires 
absolute control and direction of every human activity, indi- 
vidual or group. Numerous examples of the enslavement of 
the individual and the socialization or destruction of free 
institutions might be given. Here we have time for only 
brief mention of four, viz: business, the school, religion, and 
because it explains our presence here, welfare. 

For many years now we have been slowly conditioned to 
accept the notion that there is something radically evil in a 
system of free enterprise in business. Because of the stupidi- 
ties of the 19th century liberalism with its cruel and short 
sighted laissez faire doctrine, because of very evident defects 
in the much reformed and improved industrialism and capi- 
talism of our own day, we are urged to abandon the program 
of progressive reforms, which would gradually improve and 
safely preserve freedom in business institutions, and have 
recourse to the expedient of destroying the whole free enter- 
prise system and substituting a system of partial, gradual and 
eventually complete nationalization and socialization of busi- 
ness and industry. 

For the individual and his little business, for the freely 
organized and managed societies of businessmen, for the 
unions of free workers, would be substituted a state man- 
aged economy. In place of true democracy in business, with 
its multitudes of free businessmen and innumerable free 
business institutions, would be introduced a cart before the 
horse Marxian business democracy. Instead of the business 
of the people and for the people conducted dy the people 
themselves, we would get business run by government man- 
agers for the state. Free business enterprise would die, 
economic slavery at the service of the state come alive. 

Let us now have a look at what the socializer plans to do 
about the school. Already we mentioned the influence of the 
schools and schoolmen in conditioning us for acceptance of 
socialization of our lives and institutions. It goes almost 
without saying that classroom and lecture hall constitute 
one of the mightiest potential propaganda machines. Through 
the teacher the pupil may be led in almost any direction. 
Hence it is that through the years free men have demanded 
the right to found free schools, wherein the ideals and ideas 
of their choice would breathe light and life into the curricu- 
lum. The notion that there should be a state school pur- 
veying to pupils, forced under penalty to attend, only an 
officially sanctioned government doctrine has always caused 
the free man’s gorge to rise. He clings to the idea of the 
child or youth as an individual, a freeman living in society, 
for which life he must prepare himself, at first in schools 
freely selected by his parents, later in the college of his own 
choice. He admits that education is expensive, perhaps beyond 
the reach of himself or his parents, and therefore must be 
financed by the state through taxation, but he refuses to 
concede that government aid should be used as a club to 
make it impossible for him to get the type of education he 
prefers, by taxing away the means by which free educational 
institutions may be supported through private philanthropies, 
by positively sanctioning objectionable courses of instruction 
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in publically financed schools, or rigidly and artifically ex- 
cluding all mention of truths he believes to be basic. He 
resents bitterly the cynicism of the educational brass hats 
and their stupid and sometimes bigoted and fanatical dupes 
who laughingly tell him he is free with the educational free- 
dom wherewith secularism has made him free. He may not 
for the moment (but only for the moment) get the kind of 
education he wants, but he must pay for it and at the same 
time poney up at the tax collector’s wondow for the kind 
of education they in their wisdom think he ought to have. 
Sometimes, as in California, insult is added to injury by 
making him pay taxes on his free school. 

There can be no doubt left, for educators and textbooks 
furnish the evidence, that there is a semi-official propaganda 
line in our American schools. It may be described broadly 
as secularism. It is materialistic, utilitarian, pragmatic in 
outlook. It contains the beginnings at least of socialism and 
Marxian “democracy.” I have called it semi-official, because 
we have not yet rea.ve4 the Marxian ideal of one party 
government, but it is only a short step from where we are 
to the totalitarian school, the present temper of educators 
and large sections of public opinion considered. Bolder and 
bolder have become the statements that all education in a 
“democracy” (again that weasel words of the Marxists) 
should be the function of the state; private educational insti- 
tutions are “divisive” and should be suppressed; the right 
to determine the nature of the training of their children does 
not belong to parents but to the state; children should be 
taken from the homes of their parents as young as possible 
and put into pre-schools and kindergartens so as to be con- 
ditioned for the demands and adjustments of social living; 
in a word, it is the old cry of the socialists about mass man, 
the individual child belongs to the state and except in that 
relation counts for nothing. In education this is Marxian 
“democracy.” Education of and for the people, not by the 
people how and as they elect, but by the high priests of the 
state. Only the free schools and colleges, which are finding 
it more and more difficult to survive financially, stand guard 
at the gates of freedom of education to block the entrance of 
the wholly totalitarian school in America. 

The freedom of religion and the institutions through which 
it is properly exercised may, I think, be referred to here to 
illustrate our point. Experience, past and present, shows that 
free religious institutions are early victims of the Marxian 
“democrats.”” They may seek to control and use the church 
temporarily for their own purposes, yet they have found the 
religious ideal of the dignity of the individual and the de- 
mand for the recognition of the Church as a society inde- 
pendent of the state, so utterly incompatible with their 
objectives of control of people by the party in every field of 
life, that religion can exist in the Marxian state only as an 
underground. Religious freedom and free religious institu- 
tions must be preserved as bulwarks of liberty. 

In this connection I wish to refer to another and growing 
use of weasel words by the socializers and ‘their fellow 
travelers, the stupid and false liberals. I mean the expression: 
“Separation of Church and State.” As employed today, with 
malice aforethought by some and with a vast amount of 
judicial and historical ignorance by others, it has become 
another of those equivocations so dear to the Marxists, such 
as “democracy” and “progress.” They have come to utterly 
bastardize, for their own sinister purposes, the meaning of 
the first amendment which, in a set of historic circumstances, 
forbade any one of the several dominant protestant sects of 
the period to be made the State Church of this country and at 
the same time prohibited the passage of any law preventing 
the free exercise of religion. Modern day liberals and socializ- 
ers have read into this the declaration of secularism, material- 
ism and atheism as a sort of state religion. This today is the 


real and menacing union of church and state against which a 
very, very high wall indeed must soon be erected, if religion 
and religious freedom are not to be swallowed up by the 
atheistic Marxist “democratic” monster. 


The straw man of a poor, weak, modern state dominated 
and controlled by the church is so fantastic as to be laughable 
today. The danger in our time is not control of state by 
church, nor even of church by state for its own interests, but 
the absolute destruction of the church and all its free institu- 
tions by the modern totalitarian state. The liberals and 
Marxists are drawing a red herring across the paths of their 
dupes, the bigots who still live in the dead past. What the 
world needs today is a free church in a truly free state, not a 
slave church in an omnipotent state, nor an underground, 
fugitive church in some Marxian “democracy.” 


Finally in our summary of the threats to freedom in our 
world from the Marxian minded state we come to that group 
of freely managed, independent welfare institutions of which 
your charitable agency is one and whose continued free func- 
tioning will be a symbol that liberty still lives in the land. 
In this field, too, as in the realms of politics, business, educa- 
tion, and religion, there has been in practice a progressively 
rapid encroachment upon private charitable endeavor by city, 
county, state and federal welfare programs. In the light of 
the growing preference for welfare administered by public 
functionaries at the cost of the tax payer, sometimes in a 
cold and wasteful manner that leaves much to be desired 
humanly speaking, one wonders how much longer there will 
be a field open to private institutions in obedience to the law 
of God and neighbor. Will the St. Anne’s Orphanages, the 
private placement homes, the Boys Towns, the Holy Cross 
Hospitals, the St. Joseph Villas, the Houses of the Good 
Shepherd, the child welfare, the family aid, the transient 
assistance programs of your charitable agency, in a word, 
will the hundreds of free institutions for the performance of 
charity and philanthropy, which we have come to consider an 
essential and dominant part of life in a free, democratic, 
Christian society, soon wither away in the presence of state 
dominated and administered welfare? Such an event would 
be a disaster from many points of view. To begin with, as 
we have been trying to show, liberty dies when free, private 
institutions wither away. Here again we find the socializing 
tendency ; a movement away from welfare of the people, for 
the people, by the people themselves, toward the administra- 
tion of aid by the state in true Marxian, socialistic style. 

There is a final consideration which, important as free 
institutions are, is even higher in value for Christians. I mean 
that with the disappearance of the opportunity for private 
charity through private institutions and free benefactions 
would go the chance for the exercise of the law of love, the 
performance of the corporal works of mercy in the manner 
which Christ commanded and which has characterized the 
Christian spirit for nearly twenty centuries. For it remains 
eternally true that this will be the manner of our judgement 
by the Master on the day of reckoning. Come ye blessed. I 
was thirsty and you gave me to drink, | was hungry and you 
gave me to eat, | was naked and you clothed me. When, 
Lord, did we find you thirsty, hungry and naked and slake 
your thirst, satisfy your hunger, clothe our nakedness? Amen, 
I say, as often as you did it to one of these you did it to Me. 
Or as one of our American poets, James Russell Lowell, puts 
it in the Vision of Sir Launfall—who gives himself with his 
gift feeds three, himself, his hungry neighbor and Me. 


Long live freedom in the flourishing of free institutions! 
Long live Christian service in free agencies for the relief and 
comfort of the poor and sorrowful. Long live charity in the 
love of God through ministering to the needs of our neighbor. 
Long live freedom to serve and love both God and neighbor. 
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would be inclined to question this simple statement. 

The danger is clearly of a military nature. On this 
much we can all agree. The Congress of the United States 
has, with almost no dissenting voices, authorized a vast pro- 
gram of rearmament and mobilization. 

But as to the exact nature of the danger which confronts 
us there is far from being complete agreement among the 
citizens of this Republic. Nor are we by any means of one 
mind as to how we should mobilize the young men of the 
Nation. Indeed some few question even the need for an army 
of the size announced. 

Now, if we are going to ask the youth of the country to 
serve 2 years in the Armed Forces—as I believe we must—if 
the Government is going to ask this sacrifice of them, each 
one of us who supports this program must be prepared to 
answer one simple question—why ? 

Why must we look forward to a period of austerity, of 
partial mobilization, of more weapons for war, fewer tools 
for peace? 

The answer to these questions seems to me to be summed 
up in General Eisenhower’s recent statement that we must 
build a secure wall for peace. 

The free world has entered a new period—a highly dis- 
turbing and dangerous period. Let me recall to you the 
signals which announced the arrival of this new stage in our 
history in which prompt and bold measures are required for 
our survival. 

The first clear sign was a year ago last September, when 
President Truman announced that the Soviet Union had 
exploded an atomic bomb. This marked the end of our 
monopoly of a weapon on which the security of the free 
world in no small measure depended. 

The grim atomic age had dawned far sooner than all of 
us had hoped. It was evident that before long two major 
powers would have atomic bombs in sufficient quantity to 
constitute a military threat to one another. Whether such 
time was 3 or 5 years off might be a matter of opinion, but 
it was hardly to be questioned that the balance of power 
between the free world and the Soviet Union was about to 
be upset. This first clear danger signal could be read by all 
of us some 15 months ago. 

The second signal flashed last June. Up till then the 
spread of Soviet communism had been by subversion and 
internal revolution as in the case of Czechoslovakia, not by 
military aggression. The aggression of the North Koreans 
established a new pattern. It could hardly be argued any 
longer that the dwellers in the Kremlin never intended to 
use military means to gain their objective, that their sole 
concern was with a battle of propaganda, of intrigue and 
sabotage. 

The third signal was the action of Communist China and 
the justification of this action in the United Nations by the 
official representatives of the Soviet Union. 

In short, within less than 18 months the free world has 
been confronted with two highly unpleasant facts. First, 
the Soviet military power is beginning to mount in terms of 
the most modern type of warfare, the United States monopoly 
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of the atomic bomb has ended; second, the Soviet allies, at 
least, have shown a readiness and willingness to gain their 
ends by force of arms. 

Place these facts against the background of the postwar 
military situation on the European continent and you can 
see the outlines of the present danger—a danger to the entire 
free world, a clear danger to the United States. The back- 
ground is quite as important as the signals. Indeed the latter 
are so obvious as to warrant little comment, but the situation 
on the Continent is far harder to understand. 

Let me give you my analysis if I may. For on the ap- 
praisal of this situation by each and every one of us as 
Americans, the course of history in the twentieth century 
may well depend. 

Let me start with a question. Why has the Soviet Union 
not extended its power to the English Channel since the close 
of World War Il? A few may argue that the failure is 
evidence of a lack of interest on the part of the Soviet Union 
—that the rulers in the Kremlin have no desire to spread their 
doctrine. In the light of recent history any such assumption 
appears not only improbable but highly dangerous. Others 
may think the failure reflects the inability of the Communist 
Party in France, Italy, and the Low Countries to pull off 
another revolution of the Czechoslovakian type. Certainly no 
such revolutions have occurred, and we Americans can take 
satisfaction in the fact that aid through the Marshall plan 
has been of prime importance. But surely the one deterrent 
to direct military aggression has been and is today, the over- 
whelming destructive power of the United States strategic 
air force armed with the atomic bomb. 

Let me spell out this last point. If Russia tomorrow 
should move its troops toward the Atlantic Ocean, European 
territory would be conquered, but the Russian industrial 
centers would be destroyed from the air. This would be a 
bad swap from any point of view. It seems clear that we 
could strike a devastating series of blows against the Soviet’s 
vital centers. Or so I read the newspapers, and so I. believe 
the Russian rulers read their own sources of intelligence. 
As long as the United States strategic air force is in this 
commanding position, the danger of Russian troops marching 
to the channel is relatively slight. 

But as the years go by, the deterrent power of strategic 
bombing will meet an evermounting counterthreat—a threat 
to the industrial centers of Great Britain and the United 
States, to the continental cities themselves. Any doubt about 
our being engaged in an arms race has certainly disapeared. 
The Russians are building up their offensive strength and 
doubtless likewise their own defenses against strategic bomb- 
ing. The time may well come when these defensive measures 
are far more effective than at present. Under their totali- 
tarian system they have been able to direct as much of their 
industrial strength as they desired into the manufacture of 
military equipment; they have been able to concentrate on 
building radar networks, jet planes, and antiaircraft weapons. 

Now an arms race today is a highly technical affair. Both 
sides have equipment on the production line, new develop- 
ments being tested, blueprints of designs not yet off the 
drawing boards. No one can say with certainty when one 
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side or the other has the predominance; for few military 
men will challenge the statement that the battle alone is the 
pay-off. But what determines the course of history is the 
estimate of men in control of national destinies as to the 
chances of success in a future war. Therefore the danger 
of a third global war, | am convinced, turns on the fact that 
a few years hence the handful of men who rule Russia may 
decide that the power of our strategic Air Force has been 
largely canceled out. If at that time Europe is defenseless on 
the ground, the Russian hordes will begin to move. Strength- 
ening the defense of Europe in terms not of a deterrent 
threat against Russian cities but in terms of armies to stop 
an advance—this seems to me the top item on the agenda of 
the free nations of the world. Only then can we achieve a 
true global stalemate. 

We need not only trained manpower but, as Dr. Vannevar 
Bush says, the most modern weapons for our men to use. We 
shall have them, perhaps including tactical atomic weapons. 
There will be a tactical air force. We shall not meet hordes 
with hordes. We can and must maintain superiority in the 
quality of weapons for perhaps a generation. Our Defense 
Establishment must be geared up to do the best possible job 
in research and the development of new instruments of war. 

But at this point some listener may object. He or she 
may say it is impossible to defend Europe against the vast 
manpower of Russia and its satellites. This clearly is a 
question which only military men are capable of answering 
with authority. General Eisenhower, whose professional 
competence no one can challenge, has just returned from an 
inspection of the situation. If he believed Europe to be 
indefensible he would, as he said, “recommend that we 
abandon the North Atlantic Treaty alliance and—by our- 
selves—attempt however futilely, to build a separate fortress 
against aggression.’ He made no such recommendation. 
Quite the contrary. Such a recommendation, he said, was for 
him impossible. He reports, “In every capital, there is grow- 
ing a desire to cooperate in this mutual security effort.” The 
governments are taking measures to build up their defense 
establishments. 

“On every side,” General Eisenhower said, “I saw hearten- 
ing evidence of a regeneration in Europe’s spirit. Its morale, 
its will to fight, will grow with every accretion to physical 
strength. * * * 

“The preservation of free America,’ General Eisenhower 
said, ‘requires our participation in the defense of Western 
Europe.” 

“While the transfer to Europe of American military units 
is essential,’ General Esenhower continued, “our major and 
special contribution should be in the field of munitions and 
equipment.” 

‘Lhe arrival in Europe of new American land and air 
units, though modest in protective influence by themselves, 
will certainly produce added confidence and accelerate the 
production of military force throughout the member nations.” 

“Success,” he held, “is attainable. Given unity in spirit and 
action, the job can ve done.” 

That is General Eisenhower's conviction after a first-hand 
appraisal of the situation. 

What must we do here at home? 

What is required of the United States, if we are to play 
cur part in the defense of the free world—in building this 
wall of security of which General Eisenhower has spoken? 
Clearly, the rapid production of arms and military equip- 
ment—and on this we are well embarked. But we must also 
be in a position to furnish men as well as arms. 

‘To quote General Eisenhower once again: “We have to 
devise a scheme that we can support if necessary over the 


next 20 years, 30 years, whatever may be the time necessary, 
as long as the threat, the announced threat of aggression 
remains in the world.” 

In other words, General Eisenhower says that we in the 
United States must be prepared to stand by in a partially 
mobilized state for a long period of years. To this end we 
must have a system of universal military service. 

Let me talk for a moment about universal military service 
and training. As you know, Congress now has before it a 
universal military service bill. The Committee on the Present 
Danger is supporting this bill. This measure needs to be 
understood by the American public, for there is much con- 
fusion as to what is in fact involved. 

In any discussion of universal military service, it is im- 
portant to separate certain issues which can all too easily 
become entangled. In the first place, we are not talking about 
the type of legislation which would be needed to mobilize 
the manpower of the country on a total basis if we became 
engaged in a global war. That is another subject. What 
would be required in such an eventuality would be a national 
service act such as was proposed in the closing days of World 
War II but never became law. I am not discussing this 
evening mobilization for an all-out war. I am discussing, 
rather, partial mobilization for a long, drawn-out period of 
international stress and strain. I am discussing the method 


of maintaining over many years three and a half to four 


million men in our Armed Forces. 

What the situation requires is a universal military service 
act which will call into the Armed Forces all able-bodied 
young men when they graduate from high school or reach 
18 years of age, whichever is later. ‘This is a vital point in 
the argument; this is the essence of the bill which must not 
be destroyed by amendment. Those of us who support the 
bill believe that the interruption of a young man’s education 
should be before college, not during college, and for those 
who go direct from high school to a job, before starting in 
an occupation. 

After they have completed the 27 months of military 
service, these young men will be ready to enter college or go 
to work. The problems which bedeviled us in World War II 
in regard to deferring special types of students or essential 
men in industry will be eliminated if military service is 
performed between the ages of 18 and 20. To my mind, it 
is quite clear that a man’s military service had best be done 
before he enters the productive life of the country or before 
he begins his collegiate or professional education. 

On this point we have the testimony of Dr. William C. 
Menninger, who was chief psychiatrist of the Army in 
World War II. 

“From the point of view of the mental health of our young 
men,” Dr. Menninger said, ‘‘a program of universal military 
service and training is far more practical than our present 
system of selective service. The present system engenders 
hostility in the man who is selected because he must carry 
an unfair share of the burden. Because it is selective, it tends 
to stimulate men to seek deferment on whatever grounds they 
may be able to plead.” 

“With our present system,” he continues, “a man of draft 
eligible age lives in uncertainty from mail to mail. The 
result is great unrest in our youth of this age, not only in 
colleges but in industry and business.”’ 

Dr. Menninger concludes that— 

““A system which begins at a definite age, which distributes 
equally the responsibility and privileges among all youth, and 
which runs for a definite length of service, is far superior, 
from the mental health point of view, to our present indefinite 
and discriminatory system under the selective service law.” 
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That is the testimony of the psychiatrist, Dr. William 
Menninger. 

Now, there is one obvious difficulty in a scheme of universal 
service between 18 and 20. How is one to provide from each 
age group the required number of officers and specialists? 
1 have become persuaded, contrary to my first opinion, that 
in order to accomplish the training of officers and specialists 
a small fraction of each age group should be selected after 
basic training by a civilian board and sent to the colleges for 
specialized education. This feed-back proposal, which first 
came before public attention as a result of recommendations 
of the Association of American Universities, is incorporated 
in the bill now before the Congress. The inclusion of this 
feed-back meets the objections that many educators first 
raised to a universal military service program. 

Some scientists have been disturbed lest the passage of this 
bill strike a serious blow at the national defense by inter- 
fering with the continuous flow of trained men. I venture to 
think they are mistaken and I call as an expert witness Dr. 
Vannevar Bush, who headed all our scientific work during 
the last war. 

Dr. Bush appeared before the Senate Armed Services Com- 
mittee to urge the passage of this universal military service 
and training bill, and this is what he said: 

“We should call all young men at 18 without exception, 
adjusting standards to defer only those who cannot be used 
somewhere in the widely varied efforts of the Military Es- 
tablishment. Once the system is in full operation, the process 
of choice of men to receive advanced training to become 
officers or to develop new weapons, to maintain our public 
health, or to perform other professional duties should be on 
a secure basis of fair competition. There will be adjustments 
needed in a transition period, for it would be absurb to 
denude our laboratories just when we need them most, and 
it would be short-sighted to deny to industry the engineers 
it must have to build new weapons in adequate quantities in 
the next year or two. 

“But when the system is in full operation,” Dr. Bush went 
on, “every youth on reaching 18 should expect to go into the 
service of his country, with his subsequent advancement and 
the nature of his assignments during the entire age period 
until he emerges from the Reserves and goes his own way 
determined by competitive tests and the judgment of fair 
men.” 

I heartily agree with Dr. Bush. And it is hardly likely 
we shall be foolish enough to draft out of the colleges today 
students who are well on their way toward the completion of 
their specialized training. 

Let me emphasize the distinction between universal service 
and selective service, for this point is often misunderstood. 
The bill before Congress is a real universal military service 
bill and not merely an extension of the Selective Service Act 
to include 18-year-olds. The power given the President to 
call up men by age groups and the establishment of a large 
reserve are the distinguishing features. When the call goes 
out for an age group the draft boards will make no defer- 
ments in this group on grounds of occupation or dependencies. 
When the program becomes fully operative the services could 
count on at least 700,000 to 750,000 men from each age 
group, and another 100,000 for limited service by lowering 
the present physical and mental standards for induction. 

In addition to providing a force in being the continual 
flow into the Armed Forces of those who reach 18 and their 
release after about 2 years will provide over the years a pool 
of trained manpower—a large body of men in reserve status. 
I believe this to be imperative. The danger of all-out war is 
so serious that all our young men must have military train- 


ing for their own protection as well as for the protection of 
their country. 

The present selective service law expires in June. Clearly 
before that date Congress must act on the biil that is now 
before it. But one may hope that the matter may be settled 
in the coming weeks. Delay will not reassure the free peoples 
of the Continent; it will not contribute to the morale of our 
young men. Quite the contrary. Until it is settled how we 
are to recruit our armies there will be a feeling of uncer- 
tainty and confusion in many families throughout the land. 
I suppose all of us who are urging the rapid rearmament of 
the United States would agree that there is nothing we like 
about the whole business. Universal military service is a 
bitter pill to swallow, and I for one have come most reluc- 
tantly to support such a program. But the desperate need 
to build up our military strength cannot be denied. One of 
the chief reasons for the existence of the committee under 
whose auspices I speak tonight is the belief that we must 
take immediate steps to meet the national danger. We urge 
all our citizens to impress upon the Congress and the adminis- 
tration the imperative need for prompt and adequate action. 
We have no time to lose. 

Many of us remember with what shock we read of the 
fall of France in 1940 and with what fear we awaited the 
outcome of the battle of Britain. Our military men, we know 
now, were full of apprehension as to what would be the 
consequences to the United States of the loss of the British 
Isles. The margin of victory then was narrow enough, we 
all recall. But with the weapons of the 1950’s an enemy in 
control of the channel ports would be far more dangerous, 
perhaps impossible to stop. 

In short, while the defense of Europe is essential for the 
survival of Europe, it is just as essential for the survival of a 
free United States. Again on this point General Eisenhower 
speaks with authority: 

“Western Europe,” he reminds us, “has the greatest pool 
of skilled labor in the world and a vast industrial capacity 
second only to that of the United States. Now if we take 
that whole complex with its potential for military exploita- 
tion and transfer it from our side to another side, the military 
balance of power has shifted so drastically that our safety 
would be gravely imperiled.” 

Note carefully General Eisenhower's use of the words 
“gravely imperiled,” which he repeated to emphasize the 
seriousness, to his mind, of the possibility of the loss of 
Europe. Europe lost—just sketch the outline of such a 
world and fill in the details yourself, all the terrible details. 
Imagine as in a nightmare the Soviet Union in control di- 
rectly or through puppets of all of Europe, the Middle East, 
and the North of Africa—Great Britain neutralized, this 
hemisphere alone. Think in terms of military strategy, think 
in terms of raw materials, think in terms of western civiliza- 
tion. However you look at it the picture is too terrifying for 
contemplation. 

What is the alternative? A third global war? Not to 
my mind. It may be forced upon us any day—that one must 
admit. Conceivably the masters of the Soviet Union have 
already decided to start world war III and given the neces- 
sary orders. If so, a global war is indeed inevitable. But 
otherwise peace or war hang precariously in the balance of 
the future. I believe there is still a chance, a good chance, of 
avoiding world war II11—a war which can lead only to 
wholesale destruction with no clear victory possible for either 
side. I believe there is a good chance of avoiding this catas- 
trophe, but only if Europe is made defensible and without 
delay. For today we are dealing with an inherently unstable 
situation. To be sure the free world has the ability to punish 
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an aggressor who moves his troops by destroying his cities 
from the air. But matching possible retaliation against 
possible invasion provides no true opposition of military 
strengths; it provides no basis for successful negotiation. 
Not that we should cease discussing with the Soviet Union 
the settlement of disputed points in Europe. We must con- 

‘ tinue to explore every road to peace. But we cannot approach 

the heart of the present tensions, the technological arms race, 
we cannot even consider steps toward disarmament until the 
free peoples of Europe can be defended and feel secure. 

I venture to conclude on a note that I trust will not seem 
unduly optimistic. If the United States will show leadership, 
be both calm and strong, prove that freedom can endure even 
long years of partial mobilization, then there is hope for the 


second half of the twentieth century. I see a radically altered 
international situation a decade or more hence, a free world 
secure on its own frontiers, a Soviet Union with vastly 
diminished ambitions and pretensions, yet itself secure against 
invasion. Under such conditions, the United Nations might 
well function as those who founded it first dreamed. Under 
such conditions, steps toward disarmament would no longer 
be regarded as utopian; the terror of modern weapons might 
slowly vanish from the skies. 

But while the present danger lasts the peoples of the free 
world must be armed and ready. As General Eisenhower 
has so well said, we must meet the fearful unity of totalitar- 
ian force with a higher unity—the unity of freemen that will 
not be defeated. 


International Organization of Labor 


NO GENUINE FREEDOM UNLESS LABOR IS FREE 
By GEORGE MEANY, Secretary-Treasurer, American Federation of Labor 


Delivered at Regional Conference, International Confederation of Free Trade Unions, 


Mexico City, D.F., Mexico, January 8, 1951 


N behalf of the United States delegation, it is my 

privilege to convey to the Mexican people, to their 

illustrious President and, in particular, to the Mexi- 

can Labor organizations who are the hosts to this gathering, 

our sincere appreciation for their hospitality and our thanks 

for the efforts they have contributed towards the success of 

i. this conference. We are happy to have travelled to this 

beautiful city where Labor has written many glorious pages 

in a history of social and economic progress. To all of you, 

I bring also the warmest greetings of solidarity from the 

millions of organized workers of the United States of 

: America. 

Our labor movement and our public back home are well 

: aware of the great significance of this conference which, we 

hope, will mark another step forward in the expansion pro- 

gram of the International Confederation of Free Trade 

Unions. We have been among the earliest advocates of the 

need for an international organization of labor, based on the 

principles of national autonomy; devoted to the cause of 

democracy and freedom; uncompromisingly opposed to Com- 

munism, Fascism and every brand of totalitarian philosophy ; 

ready at any moment to denounce and oppose all violations 

of human freedom; committed to the unfettered struggle for 

labor rights; and, finally, dedicated to the cause of peace 

by helping to make the democratic world strong enough to 
defeat the dark forces of aggression. 

When the International Confederation of Free Trade 
Unions was organized in London, thirteen months ago, it 
coined a slogan—‘Bread, Freedom and Peace’”—which sym- 
bolizes man’s hope for the survival of our civilization and 
provides a platform on which all men of clear vision and 
good will can unite. This message of the I.C.F.T.U. has 
travelled fast to all parts of the world. It has given hope 
to those who never had hope; it has given renewed faith 
to those who were about to surrender in despair; and to 
those who felt safe and secure within their national strong- 
holds, it has given an opportunity to be of greater service 
by extending their helping hand to the weak ones across 
the frontiers. 

The labor movement of North America has sought for 
years to forge a link of cooperative relationship with our 





sisters and brothers South of the Rio Grande. Long ago 
we realized that there existed a community of interests and 
aspirations for all the workers of the Western Hemisphere 
and that it was, therefore, our juty to seek closer under- — 
standing of our respective problems and to promote a form 
of permanent cooperation. This was the main reason for 
the organization, three years ago in Lima, Peru, of the 
Inter-American Confederation of Workers—which is now 
solidly represented at this great convention. We now hope, 
through the establishment of a regional branch of the Inter- 
national Confederation of Free Trade Unions at this meet- 
ing, to expand the work started by the Inter-American Con- 
federation of Workers and to achieve even greater effective- 
ness and unity by joining forces with all other democratic 
trade unions of the New World. 

Special problems peculiar to the economy of the Americas, 
greatly influenced by different political and sociological 
backgrounds, require special approach and handling. For 
this reason, we advocate a measure of decentralization and 
limited autonomy so that we, in the Western Hemisphere, 
could tackle our regional problems with our own methods 
and with a degree of initiative and independent action that 
would give us greater assurance of success. 

The history of labor in Latin America is a history of cease- 
less attempts to throw off the yoke of economic exploitation. 
To a large extent, this exploitation is the result of the 
policies and methods employed by foreign corporations, in- 
cluding many from the United States. This system of 
economic imperialism, with all its deplorable effects, has 
left its mark in Latin America. Attempts to correct abuses 
have been successful in some countries, in others the situa- 
tion still calls for a great deal of improvement. A consider- 
able measure of relief has been brought about by the progres- 
sive labor and social legislation enacted in most of the Latin 
American countries, some of which—notably Mexico, Chile 
and Uruguay—blazed a trail that later was followed by 
many other countries. This legislation attests to the ad- 
vanced thinking in social and labor matters of the people 
of our sister American Republics. It shows, also, how well 
they know how to make democracy work when the people 
are led by enlightened governments, and are supported by a 
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vigorous labor movement and are allowed full play in a 
climate of political freedom. 

Yet, the net effect of an advanced social and labor legis- 
lation on the general living conditions of the people is, as 
a rule, unsatisfactory unless it is keyed to high wage stand- 
ards and is supported by a strong national economy. Unfor- 


tunately, this is not the case in most of the Latin American 
countries, 


Organized labor in the United States is deeply concerned 
with the economic situation in Latin America. We have a 
specific interest in the welfare of all the wage earners in 
the countries of the Western Hemisphere because, in the 
long run, the outcome of their struggle for better living 
conditions must affect our standards which we have obtained 
after long years of hard fight and sacrifices. As a matter of 
fact, we too still have a long way to go. Many are the areas 
in our country where the people are ill-clothed, ill-fed and 
ill-housed. Furthermore, we recognize the fact that the 
maintenance of low wages in Latin America, is in effect 
an attempt to depress living standards in the United States. 
The answer to that is, for the workers of the Western 
Hemisphere to get together, closer than we have been in 
the past, pool our experiences, exchange information, plan 
concerted actions. This solidarity will be especially bene- 
ficial in those instances where the workers in Latin America 
are opposed by the power of United States corporations. As 
we are always ready to fight their attempts to exploit the 
workers of the United States, we are equally determined 
to fight their attempts to exploit the workers of Latin Amer- 
ica. The old saying: “In Unity There is Strength” fits 
our case perfectly. 

The major task now confronting the people of Latin 
America is how to realize their long cherished hope of in- 
dustrialization of their respective countries. A lot of people 
are under the mistaken impression that the wage earners of 
the United States have no interest in promoting the indus- 
trialization of our sister Latin American countries. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. 


Long ago we realized that no country can successfully 
defend its prosperity if that country is surrounded by areas 
of economic depression where the standard of living is low 
and the purchasing power is practically nil. Time and time 
again we have publicly stated our considered belief that the 
industrialization of Latin America, with all that this general 
term implies—both in the field of industrial development and 
agricultural production—is a necessary condition for the 
future economic well being of our own country. Economic 
data indicates, for instance, that the rapid progress of in- 
dustrialization of Canada has been accompanied by a steady 
increase in the amount of goods exported from the United 
States to that country and vice versa. Similar developments 
have been recorded in the volume of imports and exports be- 
tween the United States and Mexico, and between the 
United States and Cuba—two of our neighboring countries 
that have made great economic and industrial advances in 
the last decade. 


We want to make it clear, however, that we cannot con- 
ceive of any industrialization—especially in the light con- 
sumers goods, which is what Latin American mostly needs— 
unless it is accompanied by a gradual but steady increase in 
wages. This is a necessary condition for bringing about that 
increase in the purchasing power of the people which is 
needed to absorb production so as to avoid economic depres- 
sion. 


Of course, we are aware of the fact that the process of 
industrialization is quite complex and that its success does 


not depend only on a sound policy of wages and consumer 
prices. There is, for instance, the need for greater technical 
skill. And then, there is the matter of securing sufficient 
capital investment. 

The subject of capital investment brings to the fore con- 
flicting views and gives rise to complicated political problems. 
In general, we believe that a special effort should be made 
to mobilize, in each country, the national resources available 
before resorting to capital investment from abroad. A num- 
ber of Latin American countries can better develop their 
national economies by relying on their own financing, initia- 
tive and skill. Mexico, with its remarkable progress made 
in the last few years, has demonstrated that this is possible. 

Yet, I concede that in a number of instances, capital in- 
vestment from abroad is needed. What are the conditions, 
then, to be attached to such foreign investments. This is a 
burning issue that has caused a great deal of argument and 
hard feelings. Let me be frank about it. 

As far as organized labor in the United States is con- 
cerned, we believe that every country in need of capital 
investment from abroad has the sovereign right to fix the 
conditions under which such investment is to be permitted 
and regulated. Likewise, we believe that every country has 
the right to adopt its own form of economic and social or- 
ganization according to the will of its people—freely ex- 
pressed in a democratic way. That was the unanimous stand 
taken by organized labor in the United States when our 
country launched the Marshall Plan for the recovery of 
Europe; this is also the stand we have taken in connection 
with the Point IV Program, and other international meas- 
ures authorized by our Congress. The only restriction we 
have ever advocated—and we shall continue to advocate to 
the limit of our resources—is that no economic help be given 
to those countries whose governments follow aggressive poli- 
cies that threaten the peace of the world, or consistently 
violate human rights, suppress civic liberties and deny free- 
dom of trade union organization. On this last point, we 
place special emphasis because recent history has clearly 
demonstrated that there cannot be genuine freedom in any 
country unless, in that country, Labor is free. Freedom of 
Labor is the gauge by which one can measure the degree 
of freedom enjoyed by the people at large. 

It is a source of pride for me to say that organized labor 
in the United States has never compromised with this funda- 
mental concept of freedom and has vigorously protested and 
opposed every regime—in America, in Europe, in Asia, every- 
where—that has resorted to oppressive methods in order to 
gain or to retain power. And that is precisely what we intend 
to continue to do in the future, as long as there is in this 
world one country whose people are denied the blessings of 
true liberty. 

In conclusion, I wish to emphasize and repeat the state- 
ment made by the spokesman of the United States delegation 
at the Lima, Peru Inter-American labor confrence in Janu- 
ary, 1948—and reaffirmed at the Havana C.I.T. Conven- 
tion in September, 1949. It is as timely today as it was then 
—and it still represents our inter-American policy: 

“We want a democratic inter-Americanism without im- 
perialism. We want better living and working conditions 
for the people—for all the people—of the Western Hemi- 
sphere. We want the advancement of social justice and the 
protection of the rights of labor. We want democracy 
strengthened and extended. We want to see, in our own time, 
the Four Freedoms of the Atlantic Charter become a living 
reality. We want to see our America, the New World, 
become the unconquerable fortress of human rights, social 
progress and Christian civilization”. 
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Draft Convention on Freedom of Information 


POSITION OF THE UNITED STATES 
By CARROLL BINDER, Editorial Editor of the Minneapolis Tribune, 
Representative of the United States to the United Nations 
Delwered in the Special Committee of the General Assembly on the Draft Convention on Freedom of Information, 


Lake Success, N. Y., January 17, 1951 


URING the three years of United Nations debates 
on freedom of information, my Government has had 
many opportunities to set forth its concept of this 

freedom and to suggest how it might be extended and safe- 
guarded throughout the world. The record will show that the 
United States has been foremost among the governments 
urging the United Nations to promote and protect this free- 
dom everywhere. 

I shall confine myself now to matters which are directly 
relevant to the draft convention on freedom of information. 
[ believe it is essential that our respective attitudes be made as 
clear as possible at the outset in order that we may know from 
the beginning where we are heading. This is especially im- 
portant because the long debate which has already taken 
place on this document has, I believe, confused rather than 
clarified the real issue. 

‘To dispell this confusion we must lay bare the basic need 
tor freedom of information in the world today. The setting 
in which we meet is one in which freedom itself is under 
attack. It is not a new attack. Freedom has been under con- 
stant, unremitting attack by totalitarian regimes — Nazi, 
Fascist and now Communist—during much of the twentieth 
century. Use is made of every weapon—political intrigue, 
propaganda, and even military force. 

In this setting each one of us must ask ourselves these basic 
questions: Will our actions here add strength to the force 
of freedom? Are we likely to advance and protect the prin- 
ciple of freedom of information? Or will our efforts evolve 
into a document which in effect will minimize the prestige of 
the United Nations to legitimize certain restrictive govern- 
mental practices which do not now enjoy international re- 
spectability? I suggest that the answer to these questions 
should be the on/y determining factor in our work. 

Each of us must seek to answer them in the light of his 
own understanding of this freedom. I should, therefore, like 
to summarize the principles which my Government strongly 
believes should underlie any convention in this field. I shall 
attempt to do so with all the candor which the subject war- 
rants and I shall begin by asking: What is this freedom we 
are discussing ? 

Freedom of information is the basic communications sys- 
tem of a democratic society, and without it that society and 
that way of life cannot thrive. In my country, and in many 
other countries, it is the means by which common, every-day 
citizens seek and receive information about their work and 
about new methods of work; about their living conditions, 
good or bad, and the reasons for them; about their local 
officials, their state government and their national govern- 
ment. It is the process by which they reach their decisions 
and make them felt upon those who govern, so that their 
country is ruled according to the wishes of the people. There- 
fore, when information is inadequate, when it is incorrect, 
when it is false, the decisions of our society are warped and 
mis-shapen and the common good suffers. 

But freedom is not only essential to a balanced political 
life. It is the source of intellectual, cultural and scientific 
strength and independence. The individual must be free to 


express his aesthetic feelings according to his own motivations 
and to explore every avenue of thought. Whether he is an 
architect or artist, an engineer or writer, a stonemason or a 
teacher, his country develops and flourishes in its own richness 
only insofar as he is enabled to develop his own talents to the 
limit of his capacity and in his own way. 

Freedom of information is the right of every person to have 
access to all available facts, ideas and opinions regardless of 
source, and not only to the information approved by his gov- 
ernment or any party. It is his right to test the official pro- 
nouncements of his government against the opinions of his 
fellow citizens, and those held by other peoples; his right to 
advocate his beliefs through organs of his choice. It is his 
right to state his frank opinion of his public officials, and those 
of other governments as well. It is his right to communicate 
freely with his fellow citizens, and with those of other nations. 

We believe that the exercise of this freedom is the inalien- 
able right of every person. We believe that this freedom 
belongs to that relatively small but vital area of the demo- 
cratic process which must remain, as far as possible, immune 
from governmental interference. This is the absolute test of 
democratic government. To the extent that the exercise of 
this freedom is not free, no other liberty is secure. 

Freedom of information, like all forms of freedom, is sub- 
ject to abuse and must, therefore, be subject to certain re- 
straints. But such limitations must never go so far as to im- 
pair the basic freedoms. A doctor never prescribes the 
abolition of food to cure a stomach ache, even though the 
food may be the direct cause of the discomfort. The doctor 
knows from long study and experience that there are certain 
specific remedies that will alleviate the local suffering with- 
out impairing the patient’s basic health. 

Following this simple analogy, we believe that such limi- 
tations as must be imposed on freedom of information must 
evolve out of long and democratic experience in the use of 
this freedom. They must be such as to safeguard the maxi- 
mum of freedom for each person. They must not be experi- 
mental in character, like regulations to control traffic in our 
streets, nor must they be applied to every transient irritant. 
‘They must always be subject to public criticism and to review 
by impartial judicial authority. And finally, we believe that 
such limitations as are necessary must, whenever possible, 
operate after the fact, as a means of penalizing proven and 
serious abuses, and not as a prior gag on freedom of speech. 
That is our understanding of this freedom and its proper use. 

Now to some this concept may appear to be impractical. 
It will appear so if this freedom is confused with less funda- 
mental liberties. It will seem so to some governments which, 
for various reasons, do not consider their people capable of 
reaching sound conclusions in the light of all available facts, 
or to governments which feel that they cannot wait for the 
public to make up its mind. And, of course, this concept is 
extreme and completely impractical for totalitarian systems, 
since it is the strongest weapon against dictatorship. But 
this is the only concept which my government believes capable 
of promoting freedom of information, and therefore the only 
concept we can support. 
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Now the debate which has taken place in the United Nations 
on this subject has shown that there are, broadly speaking, 
three other main points of view with respect to this conven- 
tion. There is, first of all, the totalitarian view as exemplified 
by the Soviet Union, which does not believe in freedom of 
information. This view maintains that freedom of informa- 
tion is to be guaranteed only to the extent that it furthers 
the doctrines and objectives of communism as practiced in the 
USSR. This is essentially the meaning of the guarantee set 
forth in the Soviet constitution. In practice the governments 
which support this view have created a vast informaton con- 
trol apparatus for the indoctrination of their peoples in the 
dogmas and dictates of the ruling party and for insulating 
them against all contrary facts and opinions. 

These governments are engaged in a terrifying experiment 
to condition the minds of hundreds of millions of persons in 
an attempt to make them respond automatically to the com- 
mands of their rulers. In their hands information has been 
transformed from a means of enlightenment and understand- 
ing into a political weapon taking any form or shape required 
by the situation. It has become a knife to assassinate reputa- 
tions, a drug to dull the senses, or a poison to instill sus- 
picion and fear. 

Of course, when they have sought support for their view 
in the United Nations, they have been careful to present it in 
the most disarming disguise. They have maintained that to 
promote friendly international relations it is first necessary 
to define what information is and then to suppress the dis- 
semination of anything which does not conform to the defini- 
ton. The suppression is, of course, to be accomplished by 
censorship and the definition is to be interpreted only by the 
government. With a few exceptions the United Nations has 
seen the danger in these proposals and I trust we shall not 
fail to do so now. 

Another view apparently assumes that the real danger to 
freedom of information today is that it is abused by certain 
foreign correspondents and newspapers. Those who share 
this view seem to look upon this convention as a means of 
putting certain restraints on the work of journalists. They 
are willing to include in the convention some general language 
about freedom of information, but their primary concern 
seems to be to include certain specific curbs on journalists. 

This is, I believe, a short-sighted and dangerous point of 
view. This convention was never, as | understand it, in- 
tended to deal primarily or even directly with the work of 
journalists. I have understood its intent to be the promotion 
and protection of everyone’s right to freedom of information. 
To distort it into a punitive measure directed at journalists 
would certainly be a mockery of everything the United 
Nations has attempted to do in this field. We must realize 
that undesirable checks placed on journalists would apply 
equally to artists and teachers, to lawyers and politicians— 
and in the last analysis to people like ourselves drawn from 
every walk of life. Even if the grievances against some 
journalists and newspapers are assumed to be real, this is 
certainly too high a price to pay to settle a few scores! 

And finally there is what I have heard described as the 
“middle view”. This is the view which accepts the funda- 
mental principles of genuine freedom of information, but it is 
preoccupied with ways and means of insuring that the free- 
dom will be exercised responsibly and that abuses will be 
punished. It is dedicated to insuring responsibility by law 
and apparently it is not especially concerned that those who 
will administer the law may also determine the real content 
and meaning of the freedom. 

Now the real danger posed by this view is its stress on the 
need and desirability of arriving at some sort of compromise 
among the other dominant points of view. Those who hold 


this view seek to harmonize the maximum of liberty with the 
highest degree of discipline, and while they shun the totali- 
tarian conception of freedom, they do not rule out the possi- 
bility of arriving at some sort of working agreement with at 
least some aspects of it. 

This is, in our opinion, the greatest danger facing this 
committee. Compromise is an essential part of the democratic 
process. The people of the United States have learned to 
regard it as the key to the successful functioning of their gov- 
ernment. My government has on many occasions also demon- 
strated its willingness to apply it to its international relations. 
But we must make a careful distinction between compromises 
relating to the way in which fundamental principles are to 
be executed and compromises of the principles themselves. 

We are convinced that the fundamental principles of free- 
dom of information can not be the subject of compromise. 
We must, therefore, ask those who urge compromises what 
they propose to achieve by them. It is obvious to all by now 
that the totalitarian states will not, and indeed they can not, 
agree to any compromise as regards their basic doctrines. 
Clearly then, the likely result of a compromise in this area 
would be to weaken and dilute the democratic concept of 
freedom by pulling it down toward a lower common denomi- 
nator. To seek compromises merely for the sake of reaching 
some sort of agreement, even among the non-totalitarian 
points of view, would hardly promote freedom. It is much 
more likely to restrict it. 

There are those who sincerely feel that we must reach 
some agreement or the prestige of the United Nations will 
suffer. But it will suffer far more if we agree on measures 
which entail repressive limitations on free speech and the 
free press. I would summarize the position of the United 
States on this matter by saying that we are anxious to par- 
ticipate in any effort to reach agreement on measures to fur- 
ther the course of freedom of informatien. But we are strongly 
opposed to any compromise which is likely to endanger that 
freedom, regardless of its motivation. 

I have felt it necessary to review frankly the background of 
this convention in order to make absolutely clear the frame 
of mind in which my Government approaches the task before 
this committee. I must state with equal frankness that we 
do not believe that the cause of freedom of information will 
be furthered by an attempt to complete this convention now. 
The debates which have already taken place on this matter 
suggest that the convention, which was intended to advance 
this freedom, is more likely to restrict it. This is not a hasty 
conclusion, nor am I attempting to prejudge our work. It is 
a conclusion based on three years of discussion and negotia- 
tion, not only in formal committee meetings, but in many in- 
formal talks and in exchanges of views with a majority of 
the foreign offices of the Members of the United Nations. 
Unless many governments have now changed their minds and 
will not longer press some of the proposals advanced in the 
past, it is difficult to see how we can hope to arrive at any 
agreement, let alone a constructive agreement worthy of the 
United Nations. 

My Government is convinced that it would be far prefer- 
able to acknowledge that we have reached a temporary im- 
passe and to await the development of the Draft International 
Covenant on Human Rights. The Draft Covenant now con- 
tains provisions in Article 14 which, in our opinion, embody 
the maximum constructive agreement now attainable on this 
difficult subject. Moreover, we cannot see that this proposed 
convention would add anything of concrete and positive value 
to the guarantee now set forth in the Draft Covenant. But 
we do see clearly the prospect of adding undesirable limita- 
tions and restrictions. 


That is why I would urge this committee to recommend 
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chat this convention be held in abeyance until we have taken 
definite action on the Covenant on Human Rights. Only 
then will we be in a position to determine to what extent it 
might be possible to advance still more the cause of this free- 
dom. And only then would we really know what it might be 
desirable to add to the guarantee contained in the Covenant. 
This is not only more logical; it is also more realistic and 
practical. To proceed now with the completion of a more 
specific convention would in our opinion, only add to the 
difficulties in the way of a successful Covenant. 

We do not consider it necessary to attempt once more, and 
in a small group of the United Nations, to reconcile views 
which have not been reconciled over a period of three years 
in the United Nations as a whole. If the Committee should 
decide nevertheless to make still another attempt, we must 
stand on the principles I have outlined. 

Mr. Chairman, we are a small group discussing a subject 
which has already been debated at great length. As we sit 
here, momentous decisions are being considered by the United 
Nations and we are apt to feel that our work has no great 
significance. But our work is of the greatest significance and, 
what is more, it is related to the discussions which are under 
way elsewhere in this Organization. 


We live in a world which, in terms of communications, has 
been reduced to the size of what was once a small principality. 
‘The remarkable advances which have been made in the facili- 
ties for mass communications have created an instrument 
whose potentialities for good or evil have never before been 
available. It is being utilized by a few governments as means 
of forceful persuasion and as a cloak for policies and actions 
which their peoples would never willingly accept if given a 
free and informed choice. Now, more than ever before, it is 
vitally important to see to it that all facts and opinion receive 
the widest dissemination in order that people everywhere may 
—_ a chance to seek the truth and to make up their own 
minds. 


We have a free choice. We can either face up to this great 
challenge and avoid any action which might hamper still more 
the spread of facts and ideas, or we can seek escape into the 
realm of purely verbal agreements which may only serve to 
strengthen the hand of those whose actions are responsible for 
the grave threat to world peace. I trust this Committee will 
keep its eyes on the real issue and not permit itself to add to 
the confusion and indecision which endanger the free world 
at this moment. 


God’s Workable World 


THE KEY TO DEMOCRACY 


By WALLACE C. SPEERS, Vice-President, James McCutcheon & Co., New York, N. Y., Chairman, Laymen’s 
Movement for a Christian World 


Delivered at Communion Breakfast, Central Presbyterian Church, New York, N. Y., February 4, 1951 


WOULD like to talk to you for a little while this 

morning about a conviction that I have had for a long 

time and one that receives additional confirmation the 
further | go. 

That is that there is a pattern of workability for industry, 
commerce, government or any other form of human en- 
deavor contained in the laws of God for human conduct. 
Further, that it is a pattern that is economically sound, 
socially progressive and, avoiding both radicalism and reac- 
tion, is in reality the true pathway of Democracy. But, and 
it is a big But, it requires just as concentrated and consecrated 
research being put into the laws of God for human conduct 
as science has put into the laws of God for things in order 
that we may make the power findings of science into a mu- 
tually beneficial, workable power rather than a self destruc- 
tive force. 

i came by that conviction in a rather unusual way. I had 
to travel in Europe on business once or twice a year between 
the two wars. I saw that disintegration taking place there 
and tried to make an amateur study of economics and inter- 
national politics. In this study it seemed to me that there 
are three main factors that determine what kind of govern- 
ment any people can achieve and maintain. The first is easy. 
That is wealth developement. Everyone must eat to live 
and must be included in the wealth developement process in 
order to provide himself with food, clothing and shelter. 

The second is education. I learned that in Spain. The 
Good Lord has been very good to me in tossing me into 
situations from which I could learn something. I was in 
Barcelona the day before the Spanish Revolution started and 
was going through a factory with its owner. 

It was a very modern, up-to-date factory and there was 
also a very fine looking group of employees. I remarked on 
the latter. He replied, “Yes, they are a fine group of people, 








but you would be surprised to learn that out of almost 400 
employees there aren’t more than 3 or 4 who can read or 
write. We have terrible illiteracy in Spain. 

But the communist government (it was actually the popu- 
lar Front government but he called it Communist) that is 
coming in tomorrow is going to fix all that. The first thing 
they are going to do is to build 5,000 school houses. You 
will be surprised again to learn that there are probably not 
more than 200 people in Spain who could and would teach 
school and we are going to have to go outside the Country 
to get our school teachers.” 

“My” I said, “that is a funny way for a capitalist to talk 
as if he were looking forward to the advent of communism.” 
“Yes,” he said, “it would be anywhere except Spain. Every- 
body in Spain would like to be like the United States. They 
thought that being a Republic would mean that they would 
be like the United States—that everybody would have enough 
to eat, enough clothes to wear—everybody would have bath 
tubs, radios and automobiles. They voted a Republic in 
under Riveira. The next morning they woke up and every- 
body was just as hungry and just as dirty and nobody had 
bath tubs, radios or automobiles and they thought they had 
been cheated—very really and specifically cheated.” Then he 
said the thing that has stuck by me ever since “It is simply 
impossible to support any form of Representative government 
with a population that cannot read and write.” Think what 
that means in terms of Asia and the great population areas 
of the East. 

So the second factor is education. It is important to us for 
many, many reasons but particularly the above. 

The third factor is not so easily come by. Indeed when I 
found the first two I thought I had the whole formula. 
Then in examining comparatively recent history I found that 
two countries both with insufficient natural resources to 
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support adequate wealth development, and both with a high 
level of education, went two different ways. One went to 
Facism and the other to Democracy. As far as I could 
determine the only real difference was that one had a low 
level of spiritual values and the other a high level of spiritual 
values (sense of duty, justice, human understanding, mutual 
— and all those things that come from the love of 
od). 

The third factor then is spiritual values and it is especially 
important to us right now because it is the key deciding 
factor whether a country goes to Communism or to Democ- 
racy. Of course you must have a comparable level of wealth 
development and education also but even with that, spiritual 
values are the determining factor. Needless to say I was 
shocked when I found this. It was like a bucket of cold 
water thrown in my face. It had never occurred to me that 
Christianity had anything to do with anything that was real. 
I thought it was something that people used in their better 
moments but when they had a job to do they left it strictly 
alone. But here it seemed that Christianity was not only a 
method for achieving some future world but the actual op- 
erating instructions for the successful operation of this world. 
It was the deciding factor determining the kind of Country 
I could live in, the kind of world my children would grow 
up in. 

I am a thwarted mechanical engineer who is in the dry 
goods business and I like to find out how things work and 
I’ve been working away at it ever since. 

I believe these three factors are a fertile field for just this 
sort of research. 

There is a great deal of misconception floating around 
about this matter of freedom. We are so used to freedom and 
to thinking that freedom is everybody’s natural right that 
we are apt to think that all the rest of the world thinks the 
same way about it. Actually they don’t. At least large 
numbers of them do not. I am told that some 90% of the 
world’s population is spending all day today in trying to get 
enough to eat just for today and not being too successful at 
it. They don’t care about freedom. They want to eat first. 
Freedom is the icing on the cake to them. 

Then add to that the fact that some 60% of the world’s 
population cannot read and write. They cannot read a 
pamphlet telling how to do crop rotation or contour plowing 
in order to better their means of self support. They cannot 
read about child care or how to promote better health. (The 
Reader’s Digest says that the world’s population will double 
in 70 years so that that mass of illiterates will be doubling 
in numbers. ) 

Altogether, when you examine these great population areas 
you will come to the conclusion that they are not ready for 
Democracy because of their inadequacy in one or more of 
our three factors that make up government. 

The Communists know that they are not ready for Democ- 
racy and they are capitalizing on that fact. We can sit back 
and cry, but it will not stop the imponderable pressure of 
movement of these great population areas. They are on the 
march. Regardless of political pressure and from what 
quarter it comes, they are reaching out to get away from 
intolerable situations and toward the benefits that modern 
communications and transportation methods make them feel 
are obtainable. 

As I say, we can sit back and cry or we can do something 
to win the battle for men’s minds which we are currently 
losing. It is a defeat more devastating than the most terrible 
military catastrophe. 

I believe that it is the responsibility of sincere and prac- 
tical Christians to do something about it. 

Indeed, unless we want to spend all the rest of our lifetime 


and that of our children and our children’s children in making 
and shooting guns we had better do something about it. 

That something might be summed up in the following 
program which must be undertaken by individuals, by our 
nation, by the United Nations, and all parts of it must run 
concurrently. 

First, develop military strength here and abroad adequate 
to stop aggression. I believe we have a mandate from the 
Good Lord to hold the line of the freedom and decency 
existing in the world today. 

Second, go to work in every country in the world with a 
combined Marshall Plan-Point Four program carried on by 
governments and civilians alike. The Marshall Plan was 
the first spiritual economic aid plan in the history of the 
world. Now we must apply it to the world. It’s cheeper than 
guns. Apply it as short time stop gap charity and combine 
it with a dynamic point four program which, in reality, will 
be a Marshall Plan for skills and know how and all the 
factors needed for the developement of self support—of which 
we have a greater wealth than we have money. 

Third, go to work to make literate the vast majority of 
the world’s population that is illiterate. Without this, the 
Marshall-Point 4 program can never get beyond charity or a 
mere subsistence level. This is not as long term a program 
as one might think. Dr. Laubach with his phonetic systems 
of “each one teach one” can show us how to do it quickly 
on a vast scale. This, too, is necessarily a combined indi- 
vidual, national and United Nations project. 

Fourth, develop spiritual values by every means at hand 
and particularly inside Russia. Both the Marshal-Point 4 
Plan and the education plan are spiritual value developers 
much stronger than words. The church missionaries are 
another vast source of spiritual development. But then, I 
believe, there must be a vast lay drive on the part of ordinary 
folks like you and me, to develop spiritual contacts—both by 
deeds as well as by words with people all over the world. 

If we want a Democratic free world, we cannot super 
impose anything. We can adjust the factors so as to create 
a tendency toward Democracy and then allow each nation to 
develop its own interpretation of Democracy that is suitable 
to their needs. 

Perhaps the clearest concept of the critical nature of this 
program, and the necessity of doing it all at once, might be 
summed up by the Bible statement “This is the acceptable 
year of the Lord.” The parallel lines of realism and idealism, 
no matter how far they may have seemed, are approaching 
the point of infinity in our time. 

I believe we can find additional confirmation of this very 
thing we are talking about in the Bible. If you will examine 
the Ten Commandments, the Sermon on the Mount and the 
Beatitudes you will find definite evidences of a progression. 

The Ten Commandments are hard and fast arbitrary laws 
for a primitive civilization, physical in character, without 
any leeway given to intelligent choice on the part of the 
individual. 

The Sermon on the Mount seems to have been given to a 
civilization where the mind is beginning to be in control and 
there is a very definite opportunity given to the mind to 
choose between right and wrong. Christ himself, you will 
remember, added the word “mind” to the old Testament 
statement that “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all 
thy heart, with all thy soul and with all thy strength.” 

The Beatitudes are more of a projection into the future, 
looking forward to a time when the indivdual shall be so 
thoroughly infused with the spirit that it will automatically 
give him a spiritual approach to life’s problems. 

We can take this progression in several different ways. 
Take them as rules for 1. an agricultural, primarily hand 
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labor, civilization, 2. an age where the mind is allowing 
man to convert primary products of the ground into manu- 
factured goods—an age of production, 3. an age of distribu- 
tion, where the basic job is to get goods into the hands of 
people as opposed to merely producing them. We are at the 
frontier of this age right now. 

Or we can consider that they are rules for the physical 
body, an age of physical strength—for an age of reason—for 
an age of the spirit. 

However we consider them, we come right back to this 
crucial point, that where we are in history as of today, the 
single most important thing is to learn and practice the 
techniques for integratng spiritual values with the every day 
life of the individual, the nation and the world. 

What can you and I as individuals do about it? 1 believe 
there are a lot of things we can do. 

‘The first one is that we must learn from our own experience 
that prayer is the single most powerful force in the world— 
much more powerful than the atom bomb or any other force 
that man will ever discover. 

The Bible tells us that anything we ask for, believing, we 
will receive. Just think that if the men in this room had 
perfect faith we could, through prayer, turn this world 
inside out today and make it into a veritable heaven on 
earth. ‘That is the most stupendous power that anyone could 
think of. 

The only trouble is that we do not have perfect faith. 
Fortunately we do not have to wait for perfect faith in 
order to be effective in prayer. It seems to work in propor- 
tion to the quality of our faith at any stage of our develop- 
ment. ‘he main thing is to get going with it. If there is 
one thing that is more important than any other for the 
rest of this century it is for Christian people to stop being 
afraid of looking silly or being out on a limb appearng 
foolish because they are trying to apply Christianity to real 
situations. We've got to jump in there and take a whirl at 
using Christianity. The answer is that if you do, the good 
Lord won't let you down. He'll give you more ability and 
vision than you ever dreamed of possessing if you are trying 
sincerely to do a good job for Him. 

The next thing is to keep constantly before us is that the 
yood Lord made the world and told us how it could be made 
to operate successfully. 

lf we bought a new washing machine and the manufacturer 
vave us a list of instructions with it, we are pretty apt to 
read them and try to follow them. The good Lord made 
the world and told us that it could be operated successfully 
if we loved the Lord, our God, and if we loved our neighbors 
as ourselves. Love, for the purposes of our research, is not 
silly sentimentalism or mushy emotionalism. It is mutual 
respect, mutual faith, mutual understanding and mutual 
responsibility. 

I like to think of those two commands as two parts of the 
same process. The first, Love the Lord thy God, is the 
spiritual intake side and the other, Love thy Neighbor, is 
the distribution or practical application side. We must pre- 
serve a perfect balance between them if we want to achieve 
maximum effectiveness. If we spend all our time on the 
spiritual intake side it is apt to become so spiritually self 
satisfying as to be almost paralyzing. If we spend all our 
time on the practical side, it is subject to all the errors of 
humanism no matter how well intentioned we are. 

After that we must realize that the home is the basic raw 
material out of which any kind of a decent society can be 
built. 

Just as a very intensely practical matter, it makes an 
enormous difference in the kind of world we are going to 
have ten or fifteen years from now, whether our children 


are brought up to feel that all success is measured in eco- 
nomic terms—whether progress is always pointed out in 
terms of money or fur coats, or automobiles or television sets 
and that each person is merely an economic unit, belonging to 
an economic society, which as a matter of reasonableness 
should be governed by a super economic brain, and that we 
should have an economic dictator who will run the whole 
show and tell us all what to do. 

Or, whether our children are brought up in a home where 
each individual is looked upon as a child of God, endowed 
by his Creator with certain inalienable rights, with a human 
dignity, personality, indviduality and soul, that are just as 
important for all of us to protect and foster as they are to 
the individual himself. It makes an enormous difference. 

We must establish the Christian relationship between 
every member of the household. The best way to do that is 
to pray for all their individual needs and problems and then 
go to work to try to help carry out what we have prayed, in 
the spirit that we have prayed. 

That is one of the things that we do not realize about 
prayer. Besides being a miraculous force that we all believe 
in, it is also a conditioning force that puts us in the position 
of being at least part of the answer to our own prayers. 

We must find the methods for raising the spiritual level 
of the communities in which we live. We can have the most 
perfect structure of government that the mind of man can 
conceive of but, unless we have a population to live within 
that structure, that is thoroughly convinced of the key part 
that spiritual values play in every day life, we don’t have 
much of anything. We particularly do not have freedom and 
democracy. 

I would suggest that we go about this project by adding 
to whatever formal prayers we are making, the little extra 
on “Dear Lord, help me to help.” 

That will give you all kinds of worth while civic jobs 
and splendid, charitable jobs, but it will also give you a new 
responsibility toward the man right next to you wherever you 
may be at any time. 

I was standing in the Penn Station one evening a couple 
of summers ago, waiting for a train to take me up to the 
country for the week end. A group of British sailors ap- 
proached me and asked how to get to Halifax. I showed 
them where the information booth was. When they had 
gone a man came up to me and said, ““What are those men?” 
I told him. Then he said, “Are you a British sailor?” I said, 
“No, what makes you ask that?” He replied, “you are not 
like the rest.of the people around here, you talk friendly.” 

I told him I didn’t agree with him and that I know of 
countless wonderful things that ordinary people were quietly 
doing that are splendid, even if they didn’t get on the front 
page of the paper. 

He said, “Maybe so. I ought to be a stinker but I’m not. 
I was an engineer in charge of an oil well drilling project 
in Texas—A swell job and making lots of money. My wife 
couldn’t stand the prosperity. She went crazy and ran off 
with another man. I chased after them and shot and killed 
both of them. They put me in jail for 25 years and I got 
ten years off for good behavior. I'll bet you wish you hadn’t 
spoken to me, now that you know I’m a murderer. I said, 
“No, I don’t see why I should. You’ve paid your debt to 
society and are a free man again.” 

Then he told me what a hard time he was having in try- 
ing to get a job. I tried to give him some helpful suggestions. 

Then he said, “Say, will you do something for me?” I 
thought, “Here comes the touch,” but I replied, “Sure, what 
is it?” 

He said, ““There’s not a soul in this whole wide world that 
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cares whether | live or die. Would you mind thinking about 
me for a couple of weeks? If I could think that there was 
somebody, anybody, thinking about me as a human soul, it 
would be worth a million dollars to me.” 

I thought that was just about the most pathetic thing I'd 
ever heard. You never know whether the man right next to 
you on the street or on the subway is not just going around 
with a stiff upper lip, keeping his face a mask to cover up 
almost unbearable suffering and loneliness. Perhaps you are 
the only one that can give him back his sense of security,— 
give him back the feeling of belonging to the human family 
that cares about him and his well being. 

The next field of research is business. I would like. to 
suggest that every man consider his job as not only a means 
of livelihood, but also as a research laboratory in Christian 
living, with himself as the chief scientist in charge. 

When we do, I believe you will find things of great interest 
and importance. We are all intensely proud of our wonder- 
ful industrial enterprise. It is only natural that we should 
be. In a very real sense it was one of the major factors in 
our winning the war. We are apt to think of it as the 
result of a great deal of smartness, cleverness and initiative 
on the part of individuals and groups. No doubt a great 
deal of those qualities went into building it. However, its 
successful operation is based solely on the inter-dependence 
of man, and when that breaks down it goes to the devil, and 
i mean that literally! 

It makes the research worker wonder whether the sci- 
entifically accurate formula for the success of mass production 
is not “Seek ye first the kingdom of God and all these things 
will be added unto you.” 

We are entering an age of distribution. One can muddle 
through an age of production, but an age of distribution 
simply will not work as a matter of economics alone, unless 
the spiritual values are applied to the operations of industry 
and commerce. Mass production has a ceiling upon its pos- 
sibilities for permanent success and continual progress which 
is in direct ratio to our appreciation and use of sense of 
duty, justice, brotherhood and the Golden Rule. 

You can divide the income of a firm between management, 
labor, suppliers of raw material, stockholders, and all the 
other factors that enter into it, and it will be good arithmetic 
—it may be good cost accounting, but it does not become 
economics that will fit into a total economic picture that will 
avoid strikes, depressions and war, until you apply spiritual 
values to this division and change it accordingly. 

From the other side of the picture, it is equally true. 
Unless, and until these same spiritual values are applied to 
the cause of industrial strife, any artificial stoppage of pro- 
duction is an uneconomic act which will cause as much harm 
to the well being of labor as to management and the public. 

Another discovery may be smilar to that which we have 
found in the Laymen’s Movement. We have held Labor- 
Management conferences, called quite frankly as research 
projects into the study of religion as an industrial method. 
We have not discovered any world shattering set of findings 
that will solve all problems. We have, however, found one 
thing, and found it again and again. That there is an at- 
mosphere that can be created by spiritual conditioning, or 
prayer, in which it is possible for men, no matter how far 
apart their ideas may be, to sit down together to think, and 
talk and plan constructively for everyone’s benefit. We have 
found that it works even with people who are completely 
skeptical about what you are talking of—people who look 
down their noses at you in the beginning. But it works. 
Prayer can create a constructive atmosphere. It is a power 
that each one of us has. Try it quietly by yourself and the 
next time you are in a difficult situation that seems to have 


no way out. It can create an atmosphere where a solution 
can be found. 

We have tried to apply this point of view to a good many 
industrial relations situations—with some significant results. 
The trouble is our effort is too small. It needs to be done 
on a very broad basis so that people everywhere will achieve 
an understanding of the key part that spiritual values must 
play in every day life if we are to be free. 

We are in the midst of a period of social change brought 
about, primarily, by the machine. In this period of influx 
each industrial relations dispute takes place as an entity by 
itself without regard to its effect on channeling the period 
toward reaction, radicalism or democracy. It is enormously 
important, therefore, in such a time of change, to have a 
norm by which the values of each individual struggle can 
be gauged so that we will end up with a free society. I be- 
lieve that the principles of Christianity are such a norm 
toward which both sides of any struggle can be drawn for 
their own mutual benefit and the benefit of society as a 
whole. 

I wish I had time to tell you about some of the exciting 
results of trying to apply this norm to difficult situations of 
tension such as strikes, etc. 

When we discovered this constructive atmosphere that can 
be created by prayer we thought “that is just the thing needed 
at the United Nations.” We decided to try and set up 
prayer groups in the first Foreign Ministers Conference 
right after the war. The whole story of it is really fantastic. 
We sent a man down to Washington to ask the State De- 
partment if this was possible. Instead of being laughed at, as 
one might expect, he was received with the utmost enthusiasm 
and given his passport right while he waited. I had been to 
Europe just previous to this and although I had been a good 
many times and knew the ropes, it had taken me six weeks 
to get my French visa. I wrote a letter to the French Consul, 
explaining what we were doing and he gave our man, Dr. 
Laubach, his visa almost right away. Then he couldn't get 
any transportation. The government had taken up what 
little there was by air and sea for weeks in advance. 

I got hold of our travel agent and told him that we were 
a group of Catholic and Protestant business men who were 
trying to set up Prayer Groups in the Peace Conference to 
try and condition the Delegates toward doing God’s will 
in their deliberations. Could he give our man transportation ? 
He said “is this thing real? I'd hate to get caught out on a 
limb looking like a sucker working on something that was 
nothing but sweetness and light.” 1 told him that it was 
the most real thing | knew anything about. He said, “All 
right, I’m having dinner tonight with the head of Air France. 
I'll see what I can do.” 

The next morning he called me and said, “It must be 
real all right. I told the head of Air France what you were 
doing and he said, ‘When do they want to go?’ I replied, 
“Tomorrow,” he said, ‘O.K. they’re on.’”’ The next morn- 
ing we still didn’t have the money to pay for his ticket. 
When I sat down at my desk the first letter that I opened 
was from a friend of mine. He said in part, “Our firm has 
a tithing account which gives ten per cent of our profits to 
worthy causes. We like to give it to small things, where it 
won't get lost in large boards and bureaus. The number of 
such things that we knew about had become gradually 
smaller and we had a survey among a lot of ministers to get 
their recommendations. Several of them joined in suggestng 
the literacy work of Dr. Laubach and we are giving to that 
splendid enterprise. I am writing to tell you about it, because 
I think Dr. Laubach’s work is the kind of thing the Laymen’s 
Movement ought to be interested in.”’ 

I called him right away on the phone and told him that I 
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was glad that his tithing account was giving to Dr. Laubach’s 
literacy work, but that I thought they might also be inter- 
ested in what we were doing with him this morning. We 
were sending him to Paris to set up Prayer Groups in the 
Peace Conference. I should think they might be willing to 
give to that. He said, ‘How much do you need?” I re- 
plied, “$500.00 would get him across and keep eating for a 
couple of weeks.” He said, ‘“O.K. it’s in the mail.” 

Now why that friend should write me that very morning 
about Dr. Laubach I don’t know. It is just additional evi- 
dence of the thing | was talking about that when you 
are sincerely trying to do a job for the good Lord He steps 
in and gives you a hand. 

I sent Secretary of State Byrnes a cable telling what we 
were trying to do. He doesn’t know me from Adam, but 
instead of Dr. Laubach arriving in Paris as a foreigner he 
was met by a delegation from the State Department and 
given one of three seats allotted to the American Delegation. 

We have kept working on this United Nations project 
steadily. The whole story of our Prayer Call (over a million 
participants) the attempt to get the General Assembly 
opened with prayer and to have a Prayer Room included in 
the plans for the new United Nations buildings is too long a 
story to tell now. 

1 am talking too long anyway, but I do want to say just 
one or two words more about this matter of Communism. 

Strangely enough, I do not believe you can lick Com- 
munism by being afraid of it, or by being mad at it. You 
can only lick it by having a better answer. That better 
answer is in the principles of Christanity expressed in the 
very real terms of opportunity to earn adequate food, cloth- 
ing and shelter. Don’t misunderstand me. I am free to 
admit that we might have a war to fight some day, perhaps 
we are already in it now, and I would hope and believe that 
we could win such a war. But I think I can see the pos- 
sibility of a victory without licking Communism, just be- 
cause Communism is more of a condition than it is people. 
It will come, if it ever.does, because ordinary folks like you 
and I have not made ourselves responsible for the well being 
of our fellow man, and done it not because we were forced 
to by government or the demands of labor unions—but 
because there is something burning inside us that makes us 
say I have to do it because I love our God and our fellow 
man. 

Democracy is nothing but an attempt to apply the prin- 
ciples of the Bible to a human society. 

Our forefathers came together in a common faith in one 
God. They printed it on their money—‘‘In God We Trust”. 
Then they said to each other, “Under this faith we do not 
need a king, or dictator, or an over-all ruler, because we 
respect each other and we value each other’s individuality, 
personality and freedom. Furthermore, we are determined 

‘that the rights of each individual to life, liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness, are the responsibilities of all individuals 


to maintain and further.” In so far as we have lost this con- 
cept of democracy, in just so far have we lost the beating 
heart that would set men on fire with the conviction that the 
good Lord meant the soul of man to be gloriously free. 
Eternal vigilance may be the price of freedom, but mutual 
responsibility is the coin with which the bill must be paid. 

This country was built up by a lot of hard work coupled 
with the application of spiritual values between individuals. 
When a man’s house burned down, his neighbors got together 
and helped him build a new one, not because it was a par- 
ticularly praiseworthy thing to do but because it was part 
of the process that made everybody free. 

The development of the machine and of communication 
and transportation have brought it about that it is necessary 
to deal between groups instead of between individuals. If 
we really want Peace, you and I must find the techniques 
for applying these same spiritual values between groups of 
management and labor. 

We must go beyond merely trying to stop communism. 
We must find the techniques for applying spiritual values 
directly to the Russian people, so that communism can be 
helped to develop out of itself and into something better. 

You can see exactly the same thing with the atom bomb. 
No treaty for the control of the atom bomb will be worth 
the paper it is written on unless it represents a situation that 
already exists in the hearts and minds of men. I am told that 
the formula for the energy given off in the explosion of the 
atom bomb is E=Mc.2 M. being the mass expressed in 
grams. C being the speed of light expressed in feet. You 
take 186,000 miles a second and multiply it by 5280 feet in 
a mile and you get a huge figure.’ Then you square that and 
you get a fantastic figure. Then you multiply that by the mass 
and you get a stupendous equation of destructive force. I be- 
lieve the only way to make it a constructive equation is to 
multiply the whole thing through by love to the Nth degree. 
Thus constructive energy = (Mc2) L®. I don’t mean silly 
sentimentalism or emotionalism but Love as it might be de- 
scribed as being mutual respect, mutual faith and mutual 
responsibility, etc. 

We can create Peace through Faith and Works — the 
Divine orderliness, but it is a perfectly enormous task in 
which you and I are the main workers. It is an almost fright- 
ening job, it is so big and has such powerful forces inherent 
In it. 

Yet, you and I, with a humility that realizes the tremen- 
dous gulf that lies between our modest ability and Christ’s 
glorious and loving omnipotence must try to follow in his 
footsteps. No matter how inadequate we may feel we simply 
must go forward to make our homes, our business, our com- 
munity, our nation, and the whole world real and positive 
functions of Christianity. We must pray—we must study— 
we must think—we must work to find and use the reality 
which is Christianity. Only then will we understand what 
God’s plan for building a peaceful, friendly, decent, world 
really means. God is counting on us—on you and on me. 





VITAL SPEECHES BINDERS — $2.50 


BiLack IMITATION LEATHER 





Stiff Board Covers—Metal Fasteners 


Stamped with Gold Name ‘Vira SPEECHES’ on cover and backbone 


Holds 24 numbers and Index—Protects copies for future reference 


CITY NEWS PUBLISHING CO. 


33 West 42nd Street 


New York 18, N. Y. 











H. H. Fisher 


317 





Don’t Be Afraid of Russia 


INDIVIDUALS OUTPRODUCE SLAVES 


By H. H. FISHER, Vice-President, Fisher Brewing Company, Salt Lake City, Utah 
Delivered before Rotary Club of Salt Lake City, Utah, January 23, 1951 


to you today. I have wanted to say a few things to 

you ever since I got out of the army. I spent 3%4 
years in the army, so I feel that I know something about the 
workings of a controlled economy. Of those years, nearly two 
were spent in Europe, so | feel I know a little about the 
Europeans. And, for four months of that time, I was doing 
Counter-Intelligence work in Germany, and studying the 
people and operations of a Police State. I was so impressed by 
the differences between Europe and America that I have 
wanted to talk to you about them ever since. You who have 
grown up in a free country can’t imagine other countries, or 
other people. Gentlemen, the other people of this world— 
and this includes the so-called free people and free nations— 
are not like us. This is the only nation founded on the prin- 
ciple that the people are capable of self-government. We elect 
representatives. In other countries where elections are held, 
the people elect their masters. Here the individual is supreme. 
In all the other countries in the world, the government is 
supreme. In England and Canada, e.g., the people refer to 
themselves as subjects. Can you imagine an American cab 
driver or pipe fitter referring to himself as a subject of anyone 
or anything? 

Now, this sounds like a small difference, but it is not. It 
is the reason our country is the greatest nation on which the 
sun has shone. The trouble is a lot of us have forgotten, and 
a lot of us have never realized that it is this that has made 
us great, and a lot of us have been told for 18 years by a 
diletante Groton and Harvard lawyer and an unsuccessful 
haberdasher that we were not capable of self-government, 
until we believe it. 

Now, gentlemen, I have seen the slave peoples in action, 
and I believe in our principle and our way. I believe in it 
all the way, and I believe that for us to fear a slave nation 
like Russia is absolute nonsense. I say flatly and unequivocally 
that the U. S. is in no more danger of invasion by Russia— 
now, 5 years from now, or ever—than we are in danger of 
invasion by Argentine or by Mexico, and, if we are not in 
danger of invasion, the President’s requests are nonsense. 
President Truman has said we must spend 71 billions for 
defense. He made better sense when he was corresponding 
with the music critic. The thousands of tanks and the 3 to 4 
million man army which he asks for can never be, and will 
never be used for defense. They will be used just like they 
were in the last war—to reinstate or to continue in power one 
set of slave masters against another set of slave masters, to 
throw out a Kaiser Wilhelm so a Hitler can take over. 

Now, most of us give lip service to the American way, and 
we will deride the inefficiencies of government, we will cuss 
government red tape, stupidity and bungling. We will point 
out the disclosures in the Hoover Report of criminal waste. 
We will swear about the government’s paying high prices for 
potatoes and eggs so that they can be buried in Kansas, and 
then the government imports potatoes from Canada and eggs 
from China. We will rant about government officials who 
know nothing about their jobs and who got these jobs as 
political plums. We point to England as a horrible example 
of what Big Government will do. We recall that Aneurin 


(5 eres. I asked for the privilege of speaking 








Bevin said in 1945 that it would take an organizing genius to 
produce a shortage of fish and coal in England, since England 
was practically built on coal and surrounded by fish; and that 
England is now short of coal and fish, thanks to the organiz- 
ing genius of Big Government. 

Now, gentlemen, think a minute—Russia is all govern- 
ment. Don’t you suppose these things happen in Russia? I 
tell you they are one hundred times worse in Russia. We 
think our way is best, but we are afraid it’s not. We here 
are not alone, however. Prominent non-political figures every- 
where are indulging in the same two-way thinking. Paul 
Hofmann, former President of Studebaker and now head of 
ERA, and Hansen Baldwin, the eminent military analyst of 
the New York Times, are two examples of people who are 
thinking and talking two ways at once. Hofmann says that 
the Russians have 15 million people in slave camps and that 
the Kremlin can crack and fall any time, but he is afraid of 
the Russians. Baldwin says that wars today are primarily 
clashes of nations in arms and he admits that we can out- 
produce all the rest of the world put together, but he is afraid 
of the Russians. 

Now, just think this fact over. There are 150 million 
people in our country and they do only 5% of the work. 
Machines do the other 95%. So here we have a nation with 
a production of 3 billions of workers scared panicky by Russia, 
a country that has 200 million slaves. Remember, too, what 
Adam Smith said about slave labor, “Slave labor is the least 
productive and the most expensive of all labor, and must be, 
because if a man is going to starve whether he works or not, 
he does not work.” Or, as the present day economists say, 
there is absence of incentive. 

Now, I am not guessing or theorizing or wishing. Hitler 
had a Slave State, and let’s look at Hitler’s record. In 1940 
Germany terrified the civilized world by racing across France 
and completely subjugating her. What we forget is that the 
country that Germany subjugated was a nation, unlike ours, 
dominated by a minority. Government bureaucracy had taken 
its toll in France, and in no way was it a competitive free 
enterprise country like the United States. Besides, from a 
supply line or logistics point of view, this was not such a tre- 
mendous accomplishment. The entire distance travelled across 
France by the German Army was not much greater than from 
Salt Lake to Las Vegas, about 500 miles. Four years later 
when the German military production potential was still 
100%, we invaded France, and we found that the great 
German military machine had 80% of its guns pulled by 
horses. We found that the relatively few German motor 
vehicles were not even remotely comparable to our jeep and 
big 6x6 truck. We found that they did have some excellent 
tanks, a few thousand buzz bombs and the famous burp gun, 
all good military weapons, but they did not have basic large 
scale mass production, such as a free enterprise country has, 
and such as Mr. Baldwin says is essential in modern war. 
In fact, so limited was their production that, with all of 
Europe prostrate in 1940, and with all of Europe’s produc- 
tion—French, Czech, Belgian, and Italian—enslaved and at 
their disposal, they did not even make an attempt to cross the 
20 miles of water that separated them from England (we 
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have 6,000 miles of water between us and the Russians). ‘The 
Germans did not have the production for the ship bottoms and 
landing craft that would have been necessary to make the 
crossing. ‘hey did not have the production for the jeeps, 
trucks, weapons carriers, wreckers, mobile shops, portable 
welding sets, telephone wire, shells, supplies, and food for a 
successful invasion, if they could have reached the other 
shore. Later, in 1941, the Germans :nade their famous attack 
into Russia, another slave nation. ‘They bogged down after 
about 1200 miles because they couldn’t maintain their supply 
lines, another term for production. 1200 miles is about the 
distance from Seattle to Los Angeles. Remember that in 
1941 the Germans had been uphamperedly preparing for war 
and war alone for 8 years. Now, compare this sad record 
with our own. In 1944 the United States, after two short 
years of preparation for war, was maintaining an army and a 
supply line in the Pacific islands 6 to 8 thousand miles away. 
We were maintaining another army in Europe at the end of 
a supply line 3,000 miles long. We had armed and equipped 
i bk rench army. (1 wish | had time to tell you about that 
French army). The British were using our long Toms, our 
trucks, and our planes. We had given the Russians one 
minor item of 80,000 giant 6x6 trucks, in addition to count- 
less other vehicles, armaments, and food. In my 300 days of 
artillery combat, we plastered the Germans with a ratio of 
20 artillery shells for each one that we received. Now, boys 
and girls, that’s production, and it is only possible with a 
tree people in a competitive enterprise system. 


In our gun battery position south of Cherbourg in July of 
1944, we one day received artillery fire from the Germans. 
Altogether twenty-one 88 shells landed in our gun area, 
practically in my lap. Of these, only 8 exploded and, of those 
8, 4 more were low order bursts. Examination showed that 
those shells were made in the enslaved Czechoslovak war 
plants. Now, gentlemen, again think a minute—the lime- 
stone that went into that steel had to be quarried with 
German policemen supervising, the iron ore had to be mined 
by unwilling Czechs with German policemen watching, it 
had to be transported on railroads with German policemen 
and spies watching to make sure it got to the steel mill. In 
the steel mill there was more supervision and spying neces- 
sary. ‘he same was true of the fuses and of the shell casings 
and of the guns that fired the shells and, when they finally 
got the shells to the front, they only had 20% efficiency. 
That's how slave labor works and that’s how it’s working 
with the Russians. —The more Russia takes over, the more 
she extends herself, the more policemen she needs, and the 
more she weakens herself. I believe that any nation which 
attempts production by slave methods loses rather than gains 
production. 


Let me show you how a Police State has to operate. For 4 
months I was in charge of a small detachment in Counter- 
intelligence in Germany after the war. We made over 3500 
arrests of suspected Nazis and I interrogated many of the 
people arrested. One of these was the right-hand man of 
Sauckel. Sauckel was the Governor of Thuringia who was 
executed at the first Nuernberg trial. This man told me he 
belonged to 30 Nazi Party organizations. I said, “How did 
you ever get any work done?” “It was not easy” he said, 
“but it was necessary to belong. In Germany, any good Party 
member belongs to at least 12 Party organizations. He has 
to if he wants to hold any sort of government job, even 
janitor in a government office building.” He explained some 
of the infinite ramifications of the Empire Safety System. 
Hitler wanted to do away with the people’s rights in court, 
so he organized the Gestapo, a secret State Police. The 





Gestapo could arrest anyone, anytime, for any reason, and 
hold them without trial, and was responsible only to Goebbels 
and his boss, Hitler. Soon Hitler realized that such a power- 
ful group could constitute a menace to him, and he organized 
another group, the Criminal Police, under Himmler. In 
theory, the Gestapo dealt with civil cases, whereas the Krepo 
dealt with criminal cases. Actually, their duties overlapped 
and one of their jobs was to spy on one another. There was 
danger of collusion between Himmler and Goebbels, so he set 
up a third secret police outfit called the Border Police, sup- 
posedly to deal with cases in France, Czechoslovakia, the 
Ukraine, Holland, etc. Actually, this police force had as 
one of its main duties watching and spying on the other two. 
This played Himmler, Goebbels and Goering off against one 
another. It also produced the interesting economic result 
that Hitler had one policeman to do what he wanted, another 
policeman to watch the first, and a third policeman to watch 
the other two, while the poor slave tried to produce enough 
to feed the three tax-eaters and have a little left over for 
himself. It’s no wonder that a small farmer came to me in a 
village one day to ask if he could kill a pig. I ‘said, “Whose 
pig?’ He said, “Mine.” I said “Sure, go ahead and kill it, 
| don’t care.” And he said, “But where is the permission ?” 
I said, “You don’t need any permission. Just go ahead and 
kill him if you want to.” The German walked off muttering 
something about it was a hell of a way to run a government 
that wouldn’t even tell you whether vou should kill a pig 
or not. Now, gentlemen, if your government is set up so 
that one man can’t kill one pig without permission of a tax- 
eater, you are not going to get much production. 


The Russian setup is even more unwieldy. Dan Connole 
tells about an engineer friend of his who was trying to as- 
semble an American made automobile plant in Russia prior 
to the war. The plant came knocked-down from the U. S. 
with every beam lettered and numbered and its own sack of 
rivets and bolts attached to it. One day during the erection 
one of those things happened that happens dozens of times 
daily in every construction. A beam was set down 6 inches 
short of abutment with another beam. The engineer said to 
the crane man, “Move it over.’’ The crane man said, “You 
told me to set it down there. My orders are to do what you 
say, but any changes have to be authorized by the foreman.” 
The American got the Russian foreman and told him to tell 
the crane man to move it over. The foreman said, “Why 
wasn’t it right the first time?” ‘The American said, “We just 
missed a little. If he moves it over, everything will be okay.” 
The Russian said, “It looks like a trick to me and, even if it 
goes all right, if | make an unauthorized change at your re- 
quest, I can be reported for disobedience.’’ The upshot of it 
was, gentlemen, that after much wrangling the matter went 
clear to the Kremlin in Moscow and three weeks later an 
order came back that it was all right to go ahead and move 
the beam. River Rouge, Willow Run, and the Liberty ships 
weren't built that way. 


My one experience with the Russians came shortly after 
the war in 1945 when I crossed the American-Russian border 
with some 1200 Russian slave laborers, who were not at all 
happy to be going back to their original set of masters. In 
my innocence, I looked forward to seeing the crack well- 
disciplined troops of the great Russian force which had re- 
pelled Hitler’s splendid army. To my amazement, I saw what 
looked like a rabble fleeing a stricken city. A column of 
Russian troops coming down the street consisted of an officet 
in an American jeep, an American 6x6 truck, and then cart 
after cart pulled by horses or oxen or pushed by hand. These 
carts were loaded with every describable kind of loot—mat- 
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tresses, chairs, rugs, vases, (no wash basins, however) and 
the military personnel was a helter-skelter melange of men 
and women, no two of whom were dressed alike, and no two 
of whom seemed to have the same type of small arms. A few 
miles further on we came to a Russian airfield. The Russian 
pilots were stunting and showing off in one of the prettiest, 
trimmest little planes I had ever seen. I remarked to the 
Yank cub pilot who was with me that that was really a beauti- 
ful airplane. The Yank pilot said, “Well, it should be, it’s 
the Bell Air Cobra P-39 which we declared obsolete in 1942 
because it couldn’t fight above 10,000 feet. We sent them all 
to Russia.” (In the Korean fracas our observers also report 
seeing P-39’s). With these front line troops that I saw that 
day, perhaps 50,000 in all, 1 never saw a Russian motor 
vehicle, armored or otherwise; I never saw a Yak or Stormo- 
vik plane. Maybe the Russians had them by the thousands, 
as the papers told us they did, but they didn’t have them with 
their front line troops. 


Astonished as I was at the appearance of the Russians, I 
wondered how could this horde possibly have beaten the well- 
trained German army, and then I remembered what a Ger- 
man Tank Captain, whom I had captured in my CIC work, 
had told me, ““You Americans had a secret weapon that you 
didn’t even know about. That was the big truck where all 
the wheels go” and he moved his fingers in circles to show 
what he meant. “Our trucks only had two driving wheels 
and we didn’t have very many of them, and in the rain and 
snow on mud roads we just stopped or went by horse. You 
gave the Russians a hundred thousand of those big trucks and 
the gasoline to run them, so that they could go anyplace and 
we couldn’t move to their point of attack. We knew where 
they were building up for an attack with your big trucks, and 
we couldn’t get there to stop them.” 


Now, that’s the way I saw it. I think certainly that the 
Russians can produce a few excellent tanks. They’ve already 
shown us that in Korea. Korea gives us so many conflicting 
reports that it’s almost impossible to tell what’s going on, 
but certainly we can tell that it is not a major war effort 
comparable to the last war. The Russians have also shown 
us some excellent jets, but, so far, 40 jets seem to be a large 
scale air attack in Korea. At St. Lo in France, I have seen 
3,000 Yank planes fly over me in one attack (incidentally, if 
I were a professional military analyst, I would predict that 
the Communist attack will bog down within the next 100 
miles because of extended supply lines—meaning no produc- 
tion). As I said, I believe that the Russians can produce a 
few weapons, some of them excellent, but I think their 
chances of producing enough ships, enough tanks, enough 
guns, enough shells, enough trucks, enough supplies, enough 
food for a successful invasion of the United States are abso- 
lutely nil. They are nil now and they will become minus nil. 
The only way a slave nation can go, is down. 

I have deliberately left the question of the Atomic bomb 
to the last, because I don’t believe it deserves the attention 
it is getting. Mr. Truman and the Russians say that the 
Russians have the Atomic bomb. Let us suppose for argu- 
ment’s sake that they do have it, and suppose that they have 
a few planes that will fly it to some of our major American 
cities. What are we going to do? We can’t put an anti-air- 
craft gun in every house and building in America. We can’t 
make every house and building an Atomic bomb shelter. We 
can’t make our country an armed camp on an everlasting 
24-hour alert. The one thing we can do, we have done. We 
can have our own planes and our own bombs which can 
retaliate 10 to 100 times. The Atomic bomb today is in the 
same situation that poison gas was in World War II. Ger- 
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many did not use poison gas because we had so much gas 
ready to dump on Germany that the German people would 
have been up to their cabooses in Lewisite if the Germans 
had ever started. Stalin is far too intelligent to use an Atomic 
bomb against this country. 


Now, that’s the way it looks to me. Russia can’t hurt us, 
now or later. Now, I ask you gentlemen, does it make sense 
to bleed ourselves white for military production that can only 
be used if we send it overseas? Does it make sense for us to 
give, at our expense, arms in order to maintain the present 
masters of France against another set of masters, because 
every weapon we send to France means that the present 
French government will have more money to spend in pro- 
tecting itself against the DeGaulle and similar factions who 
would like to take over the ruling of France? Does it make 
sense for us to fortify Franco as ruler of Spain on the outside 
chance that Stalin will take over Spain and rule it even 
worse? Can we continue perpetual occupation? Military 
government is not American government and soldiers do not 


teach the principle that the people are capable of self-govern- 
ment. 


Now, what do I think we should do? Obviously, the first 
and most important thing, as I have said, is for us to quit 
being afraid of the Russians. Next, I think we should pull 
every soldier that we have overseas back to this country and 
get him into civilian clothes. It is my opinion that our mili- 
tary needs in this country are for a strong Air Force, but not 
a giant Air Force, a strong Navy, with emphasis on sub- 
marines, but not a giant Navy, and only enough ground 
forces for internal policing and officer training. 1 think we 
should make two internal reforms. I think we should get 
back on the Gold Standard so that the government cannot 
render valueless our goods and services and property. I think 
we should adopt an amendment to the Constitution that 
would limit the Federal Government’s power to tax, but these 
two items will have to wait until some other time when you 


- will let me talk for still another half hour. 


Gentlemen, in conclusion let me say this: We can never 
help ourselves or Europe or President Truman’s backward 
nations of the world by military power or military expendi- 
tures. We can only hurt ourselves. If we are to help the 
world, we can only do it by education, by teaching the other 
nations of the world that the people are capable of self-gov- 
ernment and that when the people have self-government their 
standards of living rise and there is no need for wars of 
aggression. Perhaps we could do this if we adopted the plan 
that the YWCA is doing in such a small way. You remember 
Mrs. Hurd of that organization told us that in occupied 
Germany, the YWCA is holding classes telling how the 
American way operates, telling about PTA’s, League of 
Women Voters, Civic Betterment Leagues, Chambers of 
Commerce, telling how the elected officials are the servants 
and representatives of the people, rather than the masters. 
The “Y” is sending German men and women over here to 
study our system at work and to go back and teach the prin- 
ciple that the people are capable of self-government. Maybe 
this is the way. Maybe if it were done on a grand scale, it 
would bring what people want—peace to all. But certainly 
our present way will not bring peace, prosperity, or anything 
but hardship and bankruptcy. Gentlemen, get busy today, 
write our Congressmen and Senators, tell them that our 
foreign policy and our defense policy are nonsense. And, 
above all, gentlemen, quit being afraid of the Russians and 
fight to maintain our principle that the people are capable of 
self-government, so that this nation, under God, shall not 
perish from the earth. 
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